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BENZENE HEXACHLORIDE (BHC), VINYL CHLORIDE, 1,2 DICHLOROETHANE, LEAD AND CHROMIUM.

DRILLING LOGS FOR ALL THE MONITOR WELLS AND GAMMA LOGS PERFORMED AT THREE OF THE MONITOR WELLS
INDICATED THE EXISTENCE OF MULTIPLE CLAY LENSES.  THE DEPTH TO THE WATER TABLE RANGED FROM 30 TO
80 FEET.  THE AVERAGE WATER TABLE ELEVATION WAS REPORTED TO BE 373 FEET ABOVE MEAN SEA LEVEL
(MSL) EXCEPT AT MONITOR WELL MW-9, WHERE THE ELEVATION AVERAGED 385 FEET, APPROXIMATELY 12 FEET
HIGHER THAN THE SURROUNDING AREA.  THIS APPARENT MOUND WAS INCONSISTENT WITH THE GENERALLY
PLANAR WATER SURFACE. THE DIRECTION OF GROUND WATER FLOW COULD NOT BE COMPLETELY DEFINED BASED  
UPON THE EXISTING DATA.  THE NUS REPORT CONCLUDED THAT THE AQUIFER BENEATH THE SITE APPEARED TO
BE UNCONFINED WITH VARIOUS ISOLATED CLAY LENSES THROUGHOUT.  HOWEVER, THIS PARTICULAR REPORT WAS
INCONCLUSIVE WITH REGARDS TO THE DIRECTION OF GROUND WATER FLOW.

IN DECEMBER 1984, CAMP, DRESSER & MCKEE INC. (CDM) WAS GIVEN THE WORK ASSIGNMENT TO PERFORM A
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) ON THE SITE.  INFORMATION GATHERED DURING THIS
STUDY INDICATED THAT GROUNDWATER FLOW IS TO THE SOUTHEAST.  THE COMBINED RI/FS REPORT WAS 
COMPLETED IN JULY OF 1987 AND PRESENTED TO THE PUBLIC FOR COMMENT ON AUGUST 4, 1987 AT THE
FEASIBILITY STUDY PUBLIC MEETING.  THE AGENCY'S RESPONSE TO COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS GENERATED BY
THIS MEETING ARE FOUND IN THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY.

PREVIOUS SITE RESPONSE ACTIONS

FOLLOWING THE CLOSURE OF THE LANDFILL IN 1979, THE ONLY RESPONSE ACTION AT THE SITE WAS
UNDERTAKEN BY PEACH COUNTY AT THE REQUEST OF BOTH THE STATE AND EPA DURING EARLY 1986.  THE
ACTIVITY WAS LIMITED TO THE REGRADING OF A STEEP BANK LEADING UP TO THE HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL 
AREA THAT HAD ERODED AWAY DUE TO PAST RAIN EVENTS.  IT WAS FEARED IF THE EROSION WAS LEFT
UNCHECKED THAT THE DISPOSAL CELLS IN THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA WOULD BE BREACHED.

#CSS
SECTION III
CURRENT SITE STATUS

THE PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POWERSVILLE SITE WERE DETERMINED AND EVALUATED IN THE
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) PROCESS.  AS A RESULT OF THE RI FIELD STUDY, THE CURRENT STATUS OF
THE SITE HAS BEEN WELL DEFINED.  IN ORDER TO UNDERSTAND THE CURRENT SITE CONDITIONS, IT IS  
NECESSARY TO KNOW WHAT CHEMICAL COMPOUNDS WERE DISPOSED OF THAT CREATED THE CONCERN ASSOCIATED
WITH THE SITE, E.G., DOA AND WOOLFOLK DISPOSAL LISTS.  THIS INFORMATION IS PRESENTED IN APPENDIX
B.  THE DATA CAN BE BEST UNDERSTOOD BY BREAKING IT DOWN INTO  SOIL, GROUNDWATER, SURFACE WATER,
AIR, AND GENERAL HYDROGEOLOGICAL PORTIONS.

SOILS

THE OBJECTIVE OF THE SOIL SAMPLING WAS TO DEFINE THE LIMITS, DEPTH AND COMPOSITION OF MATERIALS
IN THE PORTION OF THE SITE USED FOR THE DISPOSAL OF MUNICIPAL WASTE AND TO DETERMINE IF ANY
CONTAMINANT LEACHING IS OCCURRING FROM THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA.

AS SHOWN IN FIGURE 3, THIRTEEN VERTICAL SOIL BORINGS WERE DRILLED IN OR AROUND THE MUNICIPAL
FILL AREA (MFB-1 TO MFB-13) AND TWO ANGLED BORINGS WERE DRILLED UNDER THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA
(HW-1 & HW-2).  TABLE 4 SUMMARIZES THE INDICATOR CHEMICALS FROM SAMPLES COLLECTED FROM THE SOIL  
BORINGS.  THE SOIL BORING SAMPLES WERE COLLECTED AT FIVE FOOT INTERVALS, STARTING AT TEN FEET
BELOW GROUND SURFACE.

THE UPPER SOIL REGION CONSISTS OF MEDIUM GRAINED PERMEABLE SAND.  THE SAND IS PART OF THE
GOSPORT SAND UNIT COMMON TO THE AREA.  THE THICKNESS OF THIS SAND REGION AT THE SITE RANGES FROM
0 TO 50 FEET.  THE MAJORITY OF THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA IS LOCATED IN THE GOSPORT SAND UNIT.



UNDERLYING THE UPPER SAND REGION IS THE PROVIDENCE SAND UNIT WHICH CONTAINS MANY CLAY LENSES AND
SEAMS.  ALTHOUGH THE LOWER SAND IS USUALLY FINE GRAINED WITH A LESS UNIFORM SIZE DISTRIBUTION,
IT IS DIFFICULT TO DIFFERENTIATE BETWEEN THE TWO REGIONS AT THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE.

THE BOUNDARY OF THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA SHOWN ON FIGURE 3 WAS DERIVED USING THE BORING LOGS. 
THE REGION CONTAINING DEBRIS AND OTHER WASTE MATERIAL WAS DISTINGUISHED BY ITS BLACK COLOR. 
SIMILARLY, THE DEPTH OF THE FILL AREA WAS DETERMINED.  USING THE AREA AND VARYING DEPTHS
DERIVED, THE VOLUME OF THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA WAS CALCULATED TO BE APPROXIMATELY 292,000 CUBIC
YARDS.

TWO BORINGS WERE DRILLED UNDER THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA AT THE LOCATIONS SHOWN ON FIGURE 3.  A
NOTICEABLE PESTICIDE ODOR WAS PRESENT DURING THE FINAL SAMPLING OF HW-2.  TABLE 5 SUMMARIZES THE
ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR THE HW-1 & HW-2 SAMPLES.  THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT IDENTIFIED THE  
FOLLOWING CHEMICALS AS INDICATORS FOR THE LANDFILL SOILS:

         - ALPHA - BHC
         - TOXAPHENE
         - CHLORDANE.

ANALYTICAL RESULTS FROM THE SOIL SAMPLES WERE USED TO LOCATE SOURCE AREAS OF THE INDICATOR
CHEMICALS.  AT THE BEGINNING OF THE INVESTIGATION, THE PRIMARY AREA OF CONCERN WAS THE HAZARDOUS
WASTE AREA. HOWEVER, THE SAMPLES COLLECTED FROM UNDER THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA FAILED TO SHOW
ANY DETECTABLE CONCENTRATIONS OF INDICATOR CHEMICALS. THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA SHOULD STILL BE
CAREFULLY CONSIDERED SINCE RECORDS (REFER TO APPENDIX B) SHOW THAT SIGNIFICANT AMOUNTS OF THE  
INDICATOR CHEMICALS WERE DEPOSITED THERE.  THE ABSENCE OF INDICATORS REVEALS ONLY THAT NO
RESIDUAL CONTAMINANTS WERE PRESENT IN THE SOIL BELOW THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA WHERE THE SAMPLES
WERE COLLECTED. HOWEVER, MIGRATION OF CONTAMINANTS FROM THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA TO THE GROUND
WATER BY INFILTRATION AND PERCOLATION WILL OCCUR IF CONDITIONS AT THE SITE REMAIN UNCHANGED.

THREE OTHER AREAS WITHIN THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA WERE IDENTIFIED AS POTENTIAL CONTAMINANT
SOURCES.  FIGURE 4 SHOWS THE LOCATIONS OF THESE AREAS.  THE CONTAMINANTS DETECTED WITHIN THESE
POTENTIAL SOURCE AREAS CAN BE GENERALLY CLASSIFIED AS SLIGHTLY SOLUBLE AND INSOLUBLE.  THE  
AREAS CONTAINING SLIGHTLY SOLUBLE CHEMICALS MUST BE CONSIDERED AS SOURCES FOR GROUND WATER
CONTAMINATION.  THE AREAS WHICH CONTAIN INSOLUBLE CHEMICALS CAN BE CONSIDERED IMMOBILE WITH
REGARDS TO TRANSPORT BY INFILTRATION AND GROUND WATER.  BASED UPON THE AVAILABLE RECORDS, THE  
HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA IS KNOWN TO CONTAIN SLIGHTLY SOLUBLE CONTAMINANTS. BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE
OF ALPHA-BHC, AREA NUMBER ONE CAN BE CLASSIFIED AS SLIGHTLY SOLUBLE SOURCES.  AREA NUMBER TWO,
WHICH CONTAINS LOW CONCENTRATIONS OF DIELDRIN AND CHLORDANE RELATED CHEMICALS, CAN BE 
CLASSIFIED AS A STABLE INSOLUBLE SOURCE.  AREA NUMBER THREE, WHICH IS ACTUALLY CONNECTED TO AREA
NUMBER ONE, WAS IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY BECAUSE IT CONTAINED CONCENTRATIONS OF MOSTLY INSOLUBLE
CHEMICALS SUCH AS CHLORDANE, TOXAPHENE AND DIELDRIN, WHICH ARE STABLE IN SOIL. PHOTOGRAPHS TAKEN
BY GEORGIA EPD PERSONNEL CONFIRM THAT PESTICIDES WERE DEPOSITED IN AREA THREE.

FIGURE 5 SHOWS THE AGE RELATIONSHIP OF COASTAL PLAIN GEOLOGICAL UNITS IN WESTERN GEORGIA.  THESE
UNITS WERE CONFIRMED AT THE SITE BY LITHOLOGICAL AND GEOPHYSICAL LOGGING OF THE MUNICIPAL FILL
BORE HOLES AND MONITOR WELL HOLES.  THE LOGGING INDICATED THAT THE SUBSURFACE IS COMPOSED OF  
ALTERNATING LAYERS OF SANDS AND CLAYS WITH VARYING MIXTURES OF THE TWO. THE LAYERS VARY IN
THICKNESS FROM LESS THAN AN INCH TO APPROXIMATELY 30 FEET.

THE OVERLYING GOSPORT SAND UNIT IS COMPOSED PREDOMINANTLY OF MEDIUM GRAINED SAND AND OUTCROPS
MAINLY IN THE NORTHERN PORTION OF THE SITE, OUTSIDE THE AREA OF WASTE BURIAL.  THE PROVIDENCE
UNIT IS COMPOSED OF INTERLAYERED SANDS, CLAYS AND CLAY SANDS WHICH ARE COMMONLY CROSS-BEDDED AND
CHANNELED.  MINOR GRAVEL LAYERS OCCUR BUT FORM NO PERSISTENT UNITS. BOTH UNITS ARE OF RECENT
CRETACEOUS AGE.



THE THICKNESS OF THE GOSPORT SAND UNIT WAS NOT DETERMINED IN THE SITE AREA BUT HAS BEEN REPORTED
IN SIMILAR AREAS AS BEING UP TO 60 FEET THICK.  THE BOREHOLES INDICATE THAT THE PROVIDENCE SANDS
AND CLAYS EXTEND FROM AN AVERAGE SURFACE ELEVATION OF 460 FEET ABOVE MSL TO AT LEAST 270 FEET
ABOVE MSL.  THE BASE OF THE OLDEST CRETACEOUS UNIT IN THE POWERSVILLE AREA OCCURS AT AN
ELEVATION OF APPROXIMATELY 480 FEET BELOW SEA LEVEL.  THUS, A THICKNESS OF APPROXIMATELY 1,000
FEET CAN BE ASSUMED FOR THE CRETACEOUS UNITS IN THE AREA.  THE CRETACEOUS UNCONFORMABLY OVERLIES
THE METAMORPHIC PIEDMONT COMPLEX IN THE REGION.

HYDROGEOLOGY

THE GOALS OF THE HYDROGEOLOGIC INVESTIGATION WERE TO DEVELOP A MORE DEFINITIVE UNDERSTANDING OF
THE LOCAL GEOLOGY, TO ESTABLISH THE DIRECTION OF GROUND WATER FLOW, TO DETERMINE THE VARIOUS
PHYSICAL PARAMETERS ASSOCIATED WITH THE SITE AND TO DETERMINE THE SOURCES AND EXTENT OF
CONTAMINATION.  TO ACCOMPLISH THIS, NINE ADDITIONAL MONITOR WELLS WERE INSTALLED - (MW-9A, MW-12
THROUGH MW-19).  FIGURE 6 SHOWS THE LOCATION OF THE MONITOR WELLS AND PRIVATE WELLS THAT WERE
SAMPLED.  THE GROUNDWATER FLOW IN THE VICINITY OF THE SITE OCCURS IN AN UNCONFINED SAND AQUIFER
WITH THE PHREATIC SURFACE AT A DEPTH RANGING FROM 50 TO 75 FEET BELOW THE GROUND LEVEL. 
CONSIDERING THE GEOLOGY OF THE REGION, THE BOTTOM OF THE AQUIFER SHOULD BE LOCATED AT THE BASE
OF THE PROVIDENCE SAND UNIT SEVERAL HUNDRED FEET BELOW.  THE DIRECTION OF FLOW IS GENERALLY
TOWARD THE SOUTHEAST (FIGURE 7).

SOME WATER APPEARS TO BE PERCHED ON SEVERAL CLAY LENSES WHICH OCCUR IN THE PERMEABLE SANDS. 
THIS PERCHING EFFECT WAS NOTED BY THE SLIGHTLY ELEVATED WATER LEVELS MEASURED IN THE SHALLOW
MONITOR WELLS WHICH WERE SCREENED ABOVE THE CLAY.  FROM THE RESULTS OF THE GEOPHYSICAL AND  
LITHOGRAPHIC LOGGING, THERE APPEARS TO BE NO CONTINUOUS CLAY LAYER PRESENT IN THE UPPER REGION
WHICH COULD FORM AN EXTENSIVE CONFINING UNIT, SO THE PERCHING EFFECT MUST BE CONSIDERED AS A
LOCAL CONDITION. THE PERCHED REGIONS MUST, LIKEWISE, BE CONSIDERED HYDRAULICALLY CONNECTED TO
THE LOWER REGION.

THE VALUES OF THE HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY RANGED FROM 3.5 TO 11 FEET PER DAY IN THE UPPER SAND
AND SILTY SAND ZONES.  IN THE LOWER SAND ZONES, AT DEPTHS GREATER THAN 120 FEET, THE VALUES
RANGED FROM 5 TO 7 FEET PER DAY.  THE MAIN REGION OF INTEREST IN THE AQUIFER AS A MIGRATION
PATHWAY IS THE UPPER ZONE WHERE THE CLAY LENSES CAUSE THE PERCHING OF THE GROUND WATER.  THE
PERCHED ZONES AVERAGED ABOUT 30-60 FEET IN THICKNESS ABOVE THE CLAY.  USING AVERAGE VALUES FOR
THICKNESS AND HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY OF 40 FEET AND 7 FEET PER DAY RESPECTIVELY, THE
TRANSMISSIVITY FOR THE UPPER ZONE WAS DETERMINED TO BE 280 SQUARE FEET PER DAY PER.  THE SLOPE  
OF THE HYDRAULIC GRADIENT AT THE SITE AVERAGES IN 9 VERTICAL DROP OF .0025 TO .0030 FEET PER
FOOT OF LENGTH.

THE ANALYTICAL RESULTS OF THE GROUND WATER SAMPLES COLLECTED DURING THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
(FEBRUARY-JULY, 1986) FROM THE EXISTING MONITOR WELLS, THE NEW MONITOR WELLS AND THE PRIVATE
WELLS DURING THE STUDY ARE SUMMARIZED IN TABLE 6.  THOSE RESULTS AND THE RESULTS REPORTED IN THE 
PREVIOUS NUS STUDY WERE USED IN THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT TO EVALUATE THE POTENTIAL HEALTH
RISK ASSOCIATED WITH THE CONSUMPTION OF GROUND WATER FROM THE SITE.  TWO SCENARIOS WERE USED TO
EVALUATE THE POTENTIAL HEALTH RISKS:  A CURRENT-USE SCENARIO AND A FUTURE USE SCENARIO.  THE  
ASSESSMENT WAS PERFORMED ON THE BASIS THAT NO REMEDIAL ACTION WOULD BE PERFORMED.  THE
FUTURE-USE SCENARIO ASSUMED THE LEACHING OF CONTAMINANTS FROM THE SOIL WOULD BE CONTINUOUS WITH
TIME.  THE ASSESSMENT CALCULATED THE CHRONIC DAILY INTAKE OF CONTAMINANTS USING AVERAGE
CONCENTRATIONS FOUND AT THE SITE AND ALSO PROJECTED MAXIMUM CONCENTRATIONS, THUS DEVELOPING A
WORST CASE SCENARIO.  THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT IDENTIFIED THE FOLLOWING CHEMICALS AS
INDICATORS FOR GROUND WATER:

        - ALPHA-BHC
        - GAMMA-BHC



        - VINYL CHLORIDE
        - 1,2-DICHLOROETHANE
        - LEAD
        - CHROMIUM.

THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT CONCLUDES THAT THERE IS A POTENTIAL LONG TERM HEALTH RISK ASSOCIATED
WITH THE CONSUMPTION OF CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER FROM THE SITE.  THE RISK IS ASSOCIATED WITH
CONTAMINANTS WHICH ARE CLASSIFIED AS BOTH CARCINOGENS AND NONCARCINOGENS.  THE CARCINOGENS ARE  
VINYL CHLORIDE AND 1,2-DICHLOROETHANE.  THE NONCARCINOGENS ARE CHROMIUM AND LEAD.  THE BENZENE
HEXACHLORIDE (BHC) ISOMERS ARE CONSIDERED POSSIBLE CARCINOGENS.  TABLE 7 SUMMARIZES THE CURRENT
AND PROPOSED STANDARDS FOR THE ABOVE CHEMICALS (ALSO REFERRED TO AS APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND
APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS, ARAR).

THE MONITOR WELLS AT THE SITE CAN BE CLASSIFIED AS SHALLOW AND DEEP WELLS.  THE SHALLOW WELLS
ARE THOSE WITH SCREENS SET ABOVE THE LOCALLY CONFINING CLAY LENSES IDENTIFIED IN THE PREVIOUS
SUBSECTION.  THESE LENSES OCCUR AT DEPTHS OF 30 TO 60 FEET.  CONVERSELY, THE DEEP WELLS ARE  
THOSE WITH SCREENS INSTALLED BELOW THE CLAY LENSES.  THE LARGER CONCENTRATIONS OF CONTAMINANTS
WERE FOUND IN SHALLOW WELLS.

VINYL CHLORIDE WAS DETECTED IN THREE SHALLOW EXISTING MONITOR WELLS AND 1,2-DICHLOROETHANE WAS
DETECTED IN ONE SHALLOW EXISTING MONITOR WELL. TWO OF THE ANALYTICAL VALUES FOR VINYL CHLORIDE
WERE ESTIMATED VALUES.

CONCENTRATIONS OF CHROMIUM AND LEAD WERE FOUND IN ALMOST ALL OF THE MONITOR WELLS.  THE HIGHEST
CONCENTRATIONS WERE FOUND IN THE EXISTING SHALLOW WELLS WHICH ARE CONSTRUCTED OF GALVANIZED
STEEL.  NONE OF THE CONCENTRATIONS OF LEAD OR CHROMIUM DETECTED IN THE NEW OR DEEP WELLS 
EXCEEDED THE MCL (50 UG/L FOR BOTH CHEMICALS) ESTABLISHED UNDER THE SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT
(SDWA).

THE BENZENE HEXACHLORIDE ISOMERS (ALPHA AND GAMMA) WERE DETECTED IN FIVE SHALLOW WELLS.  AREA 1
AND THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA, SHOWN IN FIGURE 4, WERE CONSIDERED AS SOURCES OF THE SLIGHTLY
SOLUBLE BHC CHEMICALS.  GAMMA BHC IS THE ONLY BHC ISOMER WITH AN MCL (4 UG/L) ESTABLISHED UNDER
THE SDWA.  NONE OF THE BHC CONCENTRATIONS EXCEEDED THE MCL SET UNDER THE SDWA.

ALL OF THE CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS WHICH EXCEEDED EXISTING STANDARDS WERE DETECTED IN SHALLOW
WELLS WITH SCREENS LOCATED ABOVE THE CLAY LENSES.  THESE DATA INDICATE THAT THE CONTAMINATION IS
LIMITED TO THE UPPER ZONE OF THE AQUIFER WHERE THE WATER IS PERCHED ON THE CLAY LENSES. ALTHOUGH
THE DEEPER ZONES OF THE AQUIFER ARE HYDRAULICALLY CONNECTED TO THE PERCHED REGIONS, THEY APPEAR
TO BE FREE OF CONTAMINATION.  THIS WOULD INDICATE THAT DOWNWARD MOVEMENT OF THE CONTAMINANTS IS
PRESENTLY BEING RESTRICTED BY THE MULTIPLE OVERLAPPING CLAY LENSES.

BASED UPON THE ANALYTICAL RESULTS AND EXISTING STANDARDS, THE FOLLOWING GOALS FOR CLEANUP OF
CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER WERE SELECTED, SHOULD SUCH A TASK BE REQUIRED.

                     GAMMA - BHC              4 UG/L
                     VINYL CHLORIDE           1 UG/L
                     1-2, DICHLOROETHANE      5 UG/L
                     LEAD                    50 UG/L
                     CHROMIUM                50 UG/L.

SURFACE WATER & SEDIMENT INVESTIGATION

THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION WAS TO DETERMINE IF ANY CONTAMINANT MIGRATION BY WAY OF RUNOFF HAD
REACHED THE LOCAL STREAMS.



SITE DRAINAGE & RUNOFF

SURFACE SOIL AND LEACHATE SAMPLES WERE COLLECTED FROM THE SITE AREA TO DETERMINE IF SURFACE
RUNOFF SHOULD BE CONSIDERED AS A MIGRATION PATHWAY.

ALTHOUGH SURFACE RUNOFF IN THE AREA IS MINIMAL DUE TO THE SANDY SOIL, HEAVY RAINS ARE OFTEN
SUFFICIENT TO PRODUCE EROSION AND POSSIBLY CARRY CONTAMINANTS OFF THE SITE.  FIGURE 8 IDENTIFIES
THE LOCATIONS OF WHERE THESE SAMPLES (RC-1 THROUGH RC-6) WERE COLLECTED.

THERE WAS LITTLE EVIDENCE OF LEACHATE PRESENT AT THE SITE, HOWEVER, FOUR SAMPLES, LFL 1-4, WERE
COLLECTED FROM SUSPECTED LEACHATE POINTS AS SHOWN IN FIGURE 8.  SURFACE RUNOFF IS GENERALLY
TOWARD THE SOUTHEAST THROUGH RUNOFF CHANNELS THAT DIRECT SURFACE WATER TO A DITCH PARALLEL TO
STATE HIGHWAY 49.  THE CHANNELS ARE LOCATED TO THE NORTHEAST AND SOUTHWEST OF LIZZIE CHAPEL. 
SEDIMENT SAMPLES WERE COLLECTED FROM BOTH CHANNELS (SAMPLES RC 2-5).  IN ADDITION, SEDIMENT
SAMPLES WERE COLLECTED AT THE CULVERT WHICH CROSSES UNDER HIGHWAY 49 (RC-6) AND FROM THE EROSION 
CHANNELS THAT CARRY SURFACE RUNOFF DOWN THE HILL FROM THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA (RC-1).

TABLE 8 SUMMARIZES THE ANALYTICAL RESULTS OF THE SURFACE SOIL AND RUNOFF CHANNEL SAMPLES.  THE
ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT IDENTIFIED DIELDRIN AS AN INDICATOR CHEMICAL FOR SURFACE SOILS ALTHOUGH
IT WAS ONLY DETECTED IN TWO SAMPLES.  TYPICAL BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS FOR THE AREA WERE TAKEN 
FROM STANDARD PUBLICATIONS FOR COMPARISON.  DIELDRIN WAS FOUND TO EXCEED THE TYPICAL BACKGROUND
CONCENTRATIONS.

HOWEVER, ONLY ONE OF THE SOILS SAMPLES CONTAINED A CONCENTRATION HIGHER THAN THE TYPICAL VALUES. 
SINCE THERE ARE NO EXISTING STANDARDS FOR MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATION IN SOIL,
TYPICAL BACKGROUND LEVELS WERE USED TO DETERMINE THE CLEANUP GOALS.  THE CLEANUP GOAL OF 20 
UG/KG WAS SELECTED FOR DIELDRIN.  BASED UPON THE ANALYTICAL RESULTS OF THE SAMPLING AND THE
ABSENCE OF INDICATOR CHEMICALS IN THE ASSOCIATED SEDIMENT, SURFACE RUNOFF IS NOT A PATHWAY FOR
CONTAMINANT MIGRATION. THE EROSION OBSERVED AT THE SITE DOES, HOWEVER, INDICATE POTENTIAL  
FUTURE PROBLEMS WITH SURFACE RUNOFF.

THE POSSIBILITY OF A POTENTIAL HEALTH RISK RESULTING FROM PHYSICAL CONTACT WITH SURFACE SOIL WAS
ALSO CONSIDERED.  THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT EVALUATED THE RISK ASSOCIATED WITH DIRECT CONTACT
WITH THE SOIL OVER BOTH A SHORT AND LONG TERM PERIOD.  THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT CONSIDERED
THE RESULTS OF ALL SAMPLES COLLECTED DURING THIS REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION IN ADDITION TO THE
RESULTS OF TWO SOIL AND ONE LEACHATE SAMPLE TAKEN FROM THE SITE DURING A PREVIOUS INVESTIGATION
IN JANUARY 1984.  THE CONCLUSION OF THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT WAS THAT NO HEALTH RISK IS
ASSOCIATED WITH SHORT TERM CONTACT WITH THE SURFACE SOILS AND ONLY A MARGINAL RISK (5 X 10-6)
WOULD BE ASSOCIATED WITH LONG TERM CONTACT.

SURFACE WATER & SEDIMENT

IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE COLLECTION OF SAMPLES FROM RUNOFF CHANNELS, SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT
SAMPLES WERE TAKEN AT LOCATIONS ADJACENT TO THE LANDFILL TO DETERMINE IF ANY CONTAMINANT
MIGRATION TO NEARBY STREAMS HAD OCCURRED.  (FIGURE 9).  HOWEVER, DUE TO DROUGHT CONDITIONS, THE  
COLLECTION OF BOTH SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT SAMPLES WERE POSSIBLE AT ONLY THREE LOCATIONS AS
INDICATED IN TABLE 9.  THE SAMPLE LOCATION ON MULE CREEK UPGRADIENT OF THE SITE (SW-4/SD-4) WAS
SELECTED AS BACKGROUND FOR COMPARISON.  TABLE 10 AND TABLE 11 SHOW THE ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR  
SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT SAMPLES, RESPECTIVELY.  NO CHLORINATED ORGANICS OR OTHER COMPOUNDS
ASSOCIATED WITH THE PESTICIDES DISPOSED OF AT THE SITE WERE DETECTED IN EITHER THE SURFACE WATER
OR THE SEDIMENT SAMPLES.  THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT FOUND NONE OF THE DETECTED CHEMICALS IN
THESE SAMPLES TO BE TOXIC TO HUMAN OR AQUATIC LIFE.

NO INDICATOR CHEMICAL WAS IDENTIFIED FOR SURFACE WATER.  BASED UPON THE ANALYTICAL RESULTS,



CONTAMINANT TRANSPORT BY RUNOFF FOR THE SITE TO LOCAL STREAMS WAS DETERMINED NOT TO BE A
MIGRATION PATHWAY AT THIS TIME.

AIR INVESTIGATION

AIR MONITORING LEVELS NEVER EXCEEDED THE ACTION LEVEL OF 5 PPB ABOVE BACKGROUND DURING THE
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION.  THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT DETERMINED THAT THERE WAS NO SHORT TERM
HEALTH RISK ASSOCIATED WITH THE SITE EXCEPT DURING ACTIVITIES SUCH AS CONSTRUCTION OR
EXCAVATION, WHICH MAY EXPOSE BURIED CONTAMINANTS.

ENDANGERED & THREATENED SPECIES

THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR (DOI), IN THEIR PRELIMINARY NATURAL RESOURCES SURVEY OF THE SITE,
STATES THAT THE HABITAT IN THE AREA IS NOT USED OR SUITABLE FOR USE BY ANY ENDANGERED SPECIES. 
DOI DID, HOWEVER, DETERMINE THAT MIGRATORY BIRDS USE THE SITE FOR FEEDING, NESTING AND COVER. 
THERE ARE NO DOI LANDS OR TRUST RESOURCES IN THE VICINITY.  THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE
RI/FS AND OTHER INVESTIGATIONS INDICATES THAT OFF-SITE CONTAMINATION OF SURFACE WATERS OR
SURFACE SOILS IS UNLIKELY AT PRESENT.  BASED ON PRE-RI/FS INVESTIGATIONS, DOI DOES NOT BELIEVE
THAT MIGRATORY BIRDS WILL BE EXPOSED TO CONTAMINANTS, AND HAS THEREFORE DETERMINED THAT NO CAUSE
EXISTS TO PURSUE A CLAIM FOR DAMAGES TO NATURAL RESOURCES UNDER THEIR TRUST FOR THIS SITE.

#ENF
SECTION IV
ENFORCEMENT PROFILE

THE INITIAL RI/FS NOTICE LETTERS WERE SENT OUT ON SEPTEMBER 28, 1984. THE RECIPIENTS INCLUDED
PEACH COUNTY AND THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE.  ON NOVEMBER 20, 1984, A NOTICE
LETTER WAS ALSO SENT TO CANADYNE GEORGIA CORPORATION, WHICH OWNS WOOLFOLK CHEMICAL COMPANY.  ON  
JULY 15, 1985, EPA REGION IV ISSUED AN ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER ON CONSENT, AND PEACH COUNTY AND
CANADYNE GEORGIA WERE GRANTED UNTIL NOVEMBER 1, 1985, TO PRESENT A REVISED CONSENT ORDER TO EPA. 
SINCE NEITHER PARTY EVER SUBMITTED A REVISED ORDER BY THAT DATE NEGOTIATIONS WERE TERMINATED 
AND EPA INITIATED RI/FS ACTIVITIES.  A NOVEMBER 4, 1985 LETTER TO CANADYNE GEORGIA CONFIRMED
THEIR UNWILLINGNESS TO CONDUCT THE RI/FS DUE TO A LACK OF ADDITIONAL PRPS WILLING TO CONDUCT THE
RI/FS.

NOTICE LETTERS FOR THE RD/RA WERE ISSUED ON AUGUST 21, 1987, TO CANADYNE GEORGIA, PEACH COUNTY,
THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, AND EAGLE BRIDGES PAINT COMPANY.  THE LATTER PARTY WAS DISCOVERED
THROUGH PRP SEARCH EFFORTS CONDUCTED AFTER THE RI/FS NOTICE LETTERS WERE ISSUED.  ON SEPTEMBER
18, 1987, A GROUP OF PRPS MET WITH EPA TO INITIATE NEGOTIATIONS ON THE SITE.

#AE
SECTION V
ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

PUBLIC HEALTH & ENVIRONMENTAL OBJECTIVES

THE PROBLEM AT THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE CAN BE DIVIDED INTO TWO CATEGORIES, CONTAMINATED
SOIL AND CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER.  BOTH ARE POTENTIAL PATHWAYS FOR MIGRATION OF CONTAMINANTS. 
SOIL IS A PATHWAY BY PHYSICAL CONTACT OR INGESTION OF CONTAMINATED SOILS.  GROUND WATER ACTS AS
A PATHWAY WHEN CONTAMINANTS IN THE AQUIFER ARE TRANSPORTED TO WELLS WHICH SUPPLY DRINKING WATER. 
THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION IDENTIFIED AREAS OF CONTAMINATED SOILS WHICH CONTAIN THE FOLLOWING
TYPES OF CHLORINATED ORGANICS AND PESTICIDES:

        - BENZENE HEXACHLORIDE (BHC) - SLIGHTLY SOLUBLE



        - 1,2-DICHLOROETHANE - SOLUBLE
        - DIELDRIN - INSOLUBLE
        - CHLORDANE - INSOLUBLE
        - TOXAPHENE - INSOLUBLE.

THE CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER CONTAINS THE FOLLOWING CHEMICALS:

        - BENZENE HEXACHLORIDE (BHC)
        - 1,2-DICHLOROETHANE
        - VINYL CHLORIDE
        - LEAD
        - CHROMIUM.

THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT FOR THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE HAS EVALUATED THE POTENTIAL RISKS
TO PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT FROM CHEMICALS DETECTED IN GROUND WATER AND SOIL ON SITE
BASED ON DATA GENERATED PRIOR TO THE RI/FS REPORT.  USING AN EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK OF 10-6
AND A HAZARD INDEX OF ONE AS POINTS OF COMPARISON, UNDER THE CURRENT-USE SCENARIO, THE
ASSESSMENT INDICATES THAT THERE IS A POTENTIAL LONG-TERM HEALTH RISK ASSOCIATED WITH CONSUMPTION
OF GROUND WATER FOR THE LIZZIE CHAPEL WELL; NO HEALTH RISK IS ASSOCIATED WITH CONTACT WITH
LANDFILL SURFACE SOILS.  UNDER A FUTURE-USE SCENARIO IN WHICH THE SITE IS REDEVELOPED AND A
DRINKING-WATER WELL IS ESTABLISHED ON SITE, A POTENTIAL LONG-TERM HEALTH RISK IS ASSOCIATED WITH 
GROUND-WATER CONSUMPTION, BUT NOT WITH SOIL CONTACT DURING CONSTRUCTION. A MARGINAL RISK OF 5 X
10-6 IS ASSOCIATED WITH FUTURE RESIDENTS WHO MAY COME IN CONTACT WITH LANDFILL SOILS UNDER A
PLAUSIBLE MAXIMUM CASE SCENARIO.

THE ASSESSMENT OF RISK FROM GROUND WATER AT THE SITE IS BASED IN PART ON AN EQUILIBRIUM MODEL
THAT ASSUMES THAT PESTICIDES IN THE SOIL WILL LEACH INTO THE GROUND WATER.  THE MODEL PROBABLY
OVERESTIMATES THE ACTUAL LEACHING.  BECAUSE PESTICIDES HAVE GENERALLY LOW MOBILITY IN
SOIL-GROUND WATER SYSTEMS, THE ACTUAL LEACHING AND A GRADUAL INCREASE IN GROUND-WATER
CONCENTRATIONS MAY TAKE PLACE OVER A LONG PERIOD OF TIME.

A COMPARISON OF DATA COLLECTED UNDER A PREVIOUS INVESTIGATION BY NUS (IN 1984-1985) WITH THE
CURRENT STUDY INDICATES THAT THE OVERALL RISK LEVELS FOR SOIL EXPOSURE, DRINKING WATER WELLS,
AND MONITOR WELLS ARE SIMILAR. FOR THE PRIVATE WELLS, THE NUS DATA INDICATES THE POSSIBLE
PRESENCE OF LOW LEVELS OF VOLATILE ORGANICS, WHICH WOULD ADD SLIGHTLY TO THE OVERALL RISK.  THE
NUS DATA FOR MONITORING WELLS INDICATES A LOWER RISK COMPARED TO THE CDM DATA; HOWEVER,
PREDICTED BY THE SOIL LEACHING MODEL.

TECHNOLOGIES CONSIDERED

SEVERAL TECHNOLOGIES WERE CONSIDERED FOR REMEDIATING THE POWERSVILLE SITE.  THE TECHNOLOGIES
WERE PRESENTED IN GROUPS TARGETED AT REMEDIATING A SINGLE ASPECT OF THE SITE.  TABLE 12 SHOWS
THE TECHNOLOGIES CONSIDERED FOR REMEDIATION OF SURFACE AND GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION,
TECHNOLOGIES CONSIDERED FOR REMEDIATION OF SOIL CONTAMINATION, AND TECHNOLOGIES RESPONDING TO
INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS.

SEVERAL COMBINATIONS OF TECHNOLOGIES WILL PROVIDE REMEDIAL ACTIONS WHICH COMPLY WITH APPLICABLE,
RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS. HOWEVER, PREFERENCE WAS GIVEN TO TREATMENT
TECHNOLOGIES OR RESOURCE RECOVERY OPTIONS WHICH REDUCE THE TOXICITY, MOBILITY OR VOLUME OF THE  
WASTE TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE.  REMEDIATION OF THE SITE WILL RESPOND TO ISSUES RAISED
UNDER THE SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT (SDWA), CLEAN WATER ACT (CWA), THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA).

FIGURE 10 IS A SCHEMATIC DIAGRAM SHOWING THE PRELIMINARY GROUP OF TECHNOLOGIES IDENTIFIED.  THE



REMAINDER OF THIS SECTION PROVIDES A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF EACH REMEDIAL RESPONSE TECHNOLOGY THAT
WAS SCREENED.

SCREENING OF TECHNOLOGIES

THE SCREENING OF REMEDIAL ACTION TECHNOLOGIES AND ALTERNATIVES USES A BROAD EVALUATION CRITERIA
BASED ON TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY, PUBLIC HEALTH, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND COST.  THE PURPOSE
OF THE INITIAL SCREENING IS TO ELIMINATE ALL TECHNOLOGIES EXCEPT THOSE THAT ARE APPLICABLE AND  
FEASIBLE BASED ON THE SITE CONDITIONS.  THE RETAINED TECHNOLOGIES WILL BE USED TO DEVELOP
REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES.  A MORE DETAILED SCREENING WILL THEN BE PERFORMED ON EACH OF THE
SELECTED ALTERNATIVES.

SCREENING BASED UPON TECHNICAL CRITERIA INVOLVES ELIMINATING TECHNOLOGIES THAT MAY PROVE
EXTREMELY DIFFICULT TO IMPLEMENT, THAT WILL NOT ACHIEVE THE REMEDIAL OBJECTIVES IN A REASONABLE
TIME PERIOD, OR THAT RELY ON UNPROVEN TECHNOLOGY.  TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY FACTORS CONSIDERED IN
THE NON-ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF TECHNOLOGIES INCLUDE EFFECTIVENESS AND RELIABILITY OF THE PROPOSED
SYSTEMS.  THE REMEDIAL ACTION'S EFFECTIVENESS IS MEASURED IN TERMS OF ITS ABILITY TO CONTROL AND 
ELIMINATE PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL RISKS AND TO PROTECT NATURAL RESOURCES.  RELIABILITY
CAN BE EXPRESSED AS THE DEGREE OF ASSURANCE THAT THE SELECTED REMEDY WILL MEET OR EXCEED THE
CLEANUP OBJECTIVES AS WELL AS THE REMEDIAL ACTION EXPECTATIONS.

USING ENVIRONMENTAL AND PUBLIC HEALTH CRITERIA, TECHNOLOGIES POSING SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WILL BE EXCLUDED.  ONLY THOSE TECHNOLOGIES THAT SATISFY THE RESPONSE
OBJECTIVES AND CONTRIBUTE SUBSTANTIALLY TO THE PROTECTION OF PUBLIC HEALTH, WELFARE, OR THE  
ENVIRONMENT ARE CONSIDERED FURTHER.  THE EVALUATION OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION INVOLVES A COLLECTIVE ASSESSMENT OF DEMOGRAPHIC, GEOGRAPHIC, PHYSICAL, CHEMICAL, AND
BIOLOGICAL FACTORS THAT CONTRIBUTE TO THE IMPACTS OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES.

COST SCREENING INVOLVES THE ELIMINATION OF TECHNOLOGIES THAT HAVE AN ESTIMATED PRESENT WORTH
COST FAR GREATER THAN THE OTHER TECHNOLOGIES UNDER CONSIDERATION.  FOR THE INITIAL SCREENING,
THE COST ESTIMATES HAVE AN ACCURACY OF PLUS 50 PERCENT AND MINUS 30 PERCENT.  THE TOTAL COST  
INCLUDES THE COST OF IMPLEMENTING (PLANNING, PERMITTING, TESTING AND CONSTRUCTION) THE
TECHNOLOGY IN ADDITION TO THE COST OF OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O&M).  THE RATIO OF PRESENT
WORTH CAPITAL COSTS TO THE PRESENT WORTH OPERATION, MONITORING, AND MAINTENANCE COSTS ARE ALSO  
CONSIDERED.

THE SUPERFUND AMENDMENT AND REAUTHORIZATION ACT (SARA) OF 1986 STIPULATES THAT PREFERENCE SHOULD
BE GIVEN TO TREATMENTS THAT REDUCE THE VOLUME, TOXICITY OR MOBILITY OF THE HAZARDOUS WASTE EVEN
IF THE ESTIMATED PRESENT WORTH COST MAY BE GREATER THAN OTHER TECHNOLOGIES THAT DO NOT.

CLEANUP CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES SELECTED FOR USE
AT THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE WILL BE BASED ON APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT FEDERAL AND STATE
STANDARDS AND CRITERIA.  THE CONTAMINANTS SELECTED AS INDICATOR CHEMICALS IN THE ENDANGERMENT
ASSESSMENT WILL BE USED TO EVALUATE THE CLEANUP OPERATIONS. APPLICABLE DRINKING WATER STANDARDS
FOR THE INDICATOR CHEMICALS ARE SUMMARIZED IN TABLE 7.  THERE ARE NO ESTABLISHED CRITERIA OR
STANDARDS FOR SOIL.  CLEANUP CRITERIA FOR SOIL WERE BASED ON BACKGROUND SOIL CONCENTRATIONS.

THE FOLLOWING CLEANUP GOALS WILL BE CONSIDERED FOR PRELIMINARY SCREENING PURPOSES:

        - SURFACE SOILS
             DIELDRIN                      20 UG/KG

        - SUBSURFACE SOILS
             ALPHA-BHC                     *



             TOXAPHENE                     *
             CHLORDANE                     *

        - GROUND WATER
             GAMMA-BHC                     4 UG/L
             VINYL CHLORIDE                1 UG/L
             1-2, DICHLOROETHANE           5 UG/L
             LEAD                         50 UG/L
             CHROMIUM                     50 UG/L

   * NO STANDARD EXISTS AND NO CONCENTRATIONS ABOVE DETECTION LIMITS WERE
     FOUND IN BACKGROUND SAMPLES.

TECHNOLOGIES ELIMINATED

SEVERAL TECHNOLOGIES WERE ELIMINATED IN THE PRELIMINARY SCREENING PHASE AND IN THE DETAILED
SCREENING (TABLE 13).  THE FOLLOWING IS A LIST OF REMEDIAL OPTIONS WHICH WERE ELIMINATED DURING
THE SCREENING PHASE AND THE REASONS FOR ELIMINATION.

SOIL TECHNOLOGIES

• IN SITU-CHELATION - THIS TECHNOLOGY IS EFFECTIVE FOR IMMOBILIZING METAL CATIONS BUT
IS INEFFECTIVE FOR TREATING PESTICIDES. CHELATION WOULD BE DIFFICULT TO USE IN
COMBINATION WITH OTHER TECHNOLOGIES.  RESEARCH ON THIS TECHNIQUE FOR APPLICATION TO  
HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES IS VERY LIMITED.  THIS TECHNOLOGY WILL NO LONGER BE
CONSIDERED.

• ENZYMATIC DEGRADATION - ENZYMATIC TREATMENT IS A VERY PRECISE TECHNOLOGY.  SPECIFIC
ENZYMES MUST BE MATCHED WITH SPECIFIC CONTAMINANTS.  THE CURRENT STATE OF
DEVELOPMENT OF THIS TECHNOLOGY DOES NOT PROVIDE ANY PRACTICAL METHOD FOR APPLICATION 
TO LARGE AMOUNTS OF SOIL, THEREFORE IT WILL NO LONGER BE CONSIDERED.

• EXTRACTION (SOIL FLUSHING) - COMPLEXING AND CHELATING AGENTS WOULD HAVE TO BE USED
IN THE FLUSHING SOLUTION TO REMOVE HEAVY METALS.  SURFACTANTS CAN BE USED TO IMPROVE
THE TREATMENT OF LOW SOLUBLE COMPOUNDS, HOWEVER, THE AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATE     
SURFACTANTS FOR USE WITH THE LOW SOLUBLE CHLORINATED ORGANICS FOUND AT THE
POWERSVILLE SITE IS LIMITED.  BECAUSE OF THE COMBINATION OF PESTICIDES AND METALS
FOUND AT THE SITE, THIS TECHNIQUE WOULD BE DIFFICULT TO APPLY.  THE TECHNIQUE IS
ALSO DIFFICULT TO USE IN COMBINATION WITH OTHER TECHNOLOGIES. EXTRACTION IS BETTER
SUITED FOR USE WITH SOLUBLE COMPOUNDS OTHER THAN PESTICIDES AND WILL NO LONGER BE
CONSIDERED.

• ATTENUATION OF SOIL - CLEAN SOIL MAY NOT BE READILY AVAILABLE ONSITE, AND USE OF
ATTENUATION IS NOT TECHNICALLY FEASIBLE FOR CONTAMINATION AT A DEPTH GREATER THAN 3
FEET.  THE CONTAMINATED SOIL AT THE POWERSVILLE SITE EXTENDS TO A DEPTH OF
APPROXIMATELY 30 FEET.  THIS TECHNOLOGY WILL NOT BE RETAINED FOR FURTHER     
CONSIDERATION.

WATER TECHNOLOGIES

• INJECTION WELLS - INJECTION WELLS COULD BE USED FOR ONE OF TWO PURPOSES.  THE FIRST
TECHNIQUE INVOLVES THE INJECTION OF CLEAN WATER INTO THE AQUIFER TO FORCE
CONTAMINATED WATER TOWARD EXTRACTION WELLS.  THIS METHOD WOULD BE DIFFICULT TO USE
AT THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE DUE TO THE MULTIPLE CLAY LENSES AND PERCHED WATER



TABLE.  IN ADDITION, THERE IS NO READILY AVAILABLE SOURCE FOR CLEAN WATER AT THE
SITE OTHER THAN PUMPING FROM DEEPER IN THE AQUIFER.  INJECTION OF TREATED GROUND
WATER BACK INTO THE AQUIFER CAN ALSO BE DONE.  HOWEVER, STATE REGULATIONS PROHIBIT   
SUCH INJECTION.  THIS TECHNOLOGY IS IMPRACTICAL AND WILL NO LONGER BE CONSIDERED.

• BIOLOGICAL TREATMENT - BIOLOGICAL TREATMENT HAS A LIMITED EFFECTIVENESS FOR THE
DEGRADATION OF HALOGEN-SUBSTITUTED ORGANIC COMPOUNDS AND INSOLUBLE COMPOUNDS.  THIS
METHOD SHOULD NOT BE USED WHEN THE TREATED WATER IS TO BE USED FOR FINAL CONSUMPTION 
BY HUMANS OR ANIMALS UNLESS THE WATER IS PROCESSED AFTERWARD FOR REMOVAL OF ALL
BACTERIA.  THIS METHOD WILL NO LONGER BE CONSIDERED.

• ION EXCHANGE/SORPTIVE RESINS - ION EXCHANGE IS USEFUL FOR THE TREATMENT OF WATER
WITH LOW LEVELS OF HEAVY METALS AND SORPTIVE RESINS CAN REMOVE A VARIETY OF ORGANIC
COMPOUNDS.  THE TREATMENT PROCESS IS EXPENSIVE AND DIFFICULT TO APPLY.  OTHER
TECHNOLOGIES ARE MORE RELIABLE AND PRACTICAL, THEREFORE, THIS TECHNIQUE WILL NO
LONGER BE CONSIDERED.

• REVERSE OSMOSIS - REVERSE OSMOSIS REQUIRES A HIGH LEVEL OF MAINTENANCE TO PREVENT
MEMBRANE PLUGGING.  COMPARED WITH OTHER TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES, THIS IS A
COMPLICATED PROCESS TO OPERATE AND IS SIGNIFICANTLY MORE EXPENSIVE WITHOUT
ADDITIONAL BENEFITS. THEREFORE, REVERSE OSMOSIS WILL NOT BE RETAINED FOR FURTHER     
CONSIDERATION.

• IN SITU NEUTRALIZATION - THIS TECHNOLOGY IS USEFUL FOR THE TREATMENT OF ACIDIC OR
BASIC PLUMES IN GROUND WATER.  THESE CONDITIONS ARE NOT APPLICABLE TO THE
POWERSVILLE SITE AND THIS TECHNOLOGY WILL NOT BE RETAINED FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION.

• IN SITU HYDROLYSIS - THIS TECHNOLOGY REQUIRES AN IN DEPTH RESEARCH OF THE
CONTAMINANTS PRESENT AND THE REACTION PATHWAYS. HYDROLYSIS REACTION PRODUCTS MAY BE
MORE TOXIC THAN THE ORIGINAL COMPOUNDS.  THIS IS THEREFORE NOT A GOOD METHOD FOR THE
IN SITU TREATMENT OF GROUND WATER.  IT WILL NOT BE RETAINED FOR SCREENING.

• IN SITU OXIDATION-REDUCTION - OXIDATION-REDUCTION IS USEFUL FOR THE TREATMENT OF
WASTEWATER BUT IT IS NOT PRACTICAL FOR THE IN SITU TREATMENT OF GROUND WATER.  THERE
IS ALSO THE POSSIBILITY OF THE FORMATION OF MORE TOXIC OR MOBILE DEGRADATION
PRODUCTS.  THIS METHOD WILL NOT BE RETAINED FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION.

• PERMEABILITY TREATMENT BEDS - THIS TECHNOLOGY IS APPLICABLE FOR AREAS WITH A SHALLOW
WATER TABLE.  PERMEABLE TREATMENT BEDS REQUIRE A HIGH DEGREE OF MAINTENANCE
RESULTING FROM BED SATURATION, PRECIPITATE PLUGGING OF BED, AND SHORT LIFE TREATMENT 
OF MATERIALS.  DUE TO THE DEPTH OF THE WATER TABLE AT THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE
AND THE DEGREE OF MAINTENANCE REQUIRED FOR THIS TECHNOLOGY, IT WILL NO LONGER BE
CONSIDERED.

• POLYMERIZATION - THIS TECHNIQUE IS APPLICABLE FOR THE TREATMENT OF GROUND WATER
CONTAMINATED WITH A SINGLE COMPOUND. POLYMERIZATION DOES NOT REMOVE CONTAMINANTS
FROM THE AQUIFER; SOME CHEMICAL REACTIONS CAN BE REVERSED ALLOWING CONTAMINANTS TO   
AGAIN MIGRATE WITH GROUND WATER FLOW.  THIS PROCEDURE HAS LIMITED APPLICATION AT AN
UNCONTROLLED HAZARDOUS WASTE SITE WITH A MIXTURE OF CHEMICALS.  POLYMERIZATION WILL
NOT BE RETAINED FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION.

• SLURRY WALLS - THE USE OF SLURRY WALLS IS GENERALLY LIMITED TO SITES WITH SHALLOW
WATER TABLES.  THE WATER TABLE AT THE POWERSVILLE SITE RANGES APPROXIMATELY 50 - 70
FEET IN DEPTH.  THE EXISTENCE OF MULTIPLE CLAY LENSES WOULD MAKE IT VERY DIFFICULT



TO SELECT THE APPROPRIATE IMPERVIOUS LAYER FOR CONFINEMENT.  THIS TECHNOLOGY IS,
THEREFORE, IMPRACTICAL FOR USE AT THIS SITE AND WILL NO LONGER BE CONSIDERED.

• GROUTING - IN ORDER TO APPLY THIS TECHNOLOGY AT THE POWERSVILLE SITE, THE GROUT
WOULD HAVE TO BE INJECTED INTO THE SOIL SURROUNDING THE SOURCE OF CONTAMINANTS. 
BECAUSE A GROUT CURTAIN CAN BE THREE TIMES AS COSTLY AS A SLURRY WALL, IT IS RARELY
USED WHEN GROUND WATER HAS TO BE CONTROLLED IN UNCONSOLIDATED SOIL SUCH AS PRESENT
AT THIS SITE.  THE BEST APPLICATION OF THIS METHOD AT WASTE SITES IS FOR SEALING
VOIDS IN ROCKS.  THIS TECHNOLOGY IS THEREFORE IMPRACTICAL AND WILL NO LONGER BE      
CONSIDERED.

• SHEET PILING - BECAUSE THE SOURCES OF CONTAMINATION ARE LOCATED IN THE UNSATURATED
ZONE APPROXIMATELY 50-70 FEET ABOVE THE WATER TABLE, THE FLOW DIRECTION OF WATER
THROUGH THE SOURCE AREA IS PRIMARILY VERTICAL IN LIEU OF HORIZONTAL.  THE USE OF
SHEET PILES IS GENERALLY LIMITED TO HORIZONTAL BARRIERS.  THEREFORE, THIS      
TECHNOLOGY IS IMPRACTICAL AND WILL NO LONGER BE CONSIDERED.

• SUBSURFACE DRAINS - THE USE OF SUBSURFACE DRAINS TO INTERCEPT THE FLOW OF GROUND
WATER IS LIMITED TO SITES WITH A SHALLOW WATER TABLE.  THE 50 - 70 FEET DEPTH OF THE
WATER TABLE MAKE THE USE OF SUBSURFACE DRAINS IMPRACTICAL.  THEREFORE, THIS
TECHNOLOGY WILL NO LONGER BE CONSIDERED.  HOWEVER, THE USE OF COLLECTION DRAINS FOR
SURFACE RUNOFF WILL BE RETAINED IN COMBINATION WITH CONTROL OF SURFACE WATER.

• RELOCATION OF RECEPTORS - ALTHOUGH RELOCATION OF LOCAL RESIDENTS AND RECEPTORS IS
POSSIBLE, THIS IS NOT A PRACTICAL OPTION.  LEGAL ASPECTS, COST AND CONSIDERATION OF
PUBLIC OPINION MAKE SUCH A SOLUTION QUESTIONABLE.  THE OPTION OF AN ALTERNATE WATER
SOURCE PROVIDES THE SAME SOLUTION IN A MUCH MORE PRACTICAL MANNER, THEREFORE THIS
TECHNOLOGY WILL NO LONGER BE CONSIDERED.

SURFACE WATER

SINCE SURFACE WATER HAS NOT BEEN IDENTIFIED AS A PROBLEM AT THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE,
COLLECTION OF SURFACE WATER AND RUNOFF WILL ONLY BE CONSIDERED IN COMBINATION WITH OTHER
TECHNOLOGIES WHICH ALTER THE AREA OR CAUSE A DIVERSION OF WATER.  THIS TECHNOLOGY WILL NOT BE  
DISCUSSED SEPARATELY, BUT WILL BE INCLUDED IN THE CONSIDERATION AND PRICING OF OTHER RELATED
TECHNOLOGIES.

AIR CONTROL TECHNOLOGIES

AIR CONTAMINATION WAS NOT IDENTIFIED AS A PROBLEM AT THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE, HOWEVER, THE
APPLICATION OF OTHER TECHNOLOGIES MAY REQUIRE THE CONSIDERATION OF PROVISIONS FOR AIR
MONITORING.  ANY TECHNOLOGY WHICH INVOLVES EXCAVATION WILL REQUIRE TEMPORARY DUST CONTROL AND
AIR MONITORING PROCEDURES.  SIMILARLY, ANY APPLICATION OF SOURCE CAPPING OR ENCAPSULATION WILL
REQUIRE GAS CONTROL PROVISION FOR VENTING GAS GENERATED DURING DECOMPOSITE OF WASTES.  AIR
CONTROL TECHNOLOGIES WILL NOT BE CONSIDERED SEPARATELY ANY FURTHER.  AIR CONTROL PROVISIONS  
WILL ONLY BE CONSIDERED AND INCLUDED IN COMBINATION WITH OTHER TECHNOLOGIES AS REQUIRED.

TECHNOLOGIES RETAINED

SEVERAL TECHNOLOGIES WERE RETAINED FOR FINAL CONSIDERATION AS ALTERNATIVES FOR REMEDIATING THE
SITE.  THESE INDIVIDUAL TECHNOLOGIES ARE LISTED IN TABLE 14.  IN DEPTH DISCUSSION OF EACH
TECHNOLOGY CAN BE FOUND IN THE FS.

DURING THE FEASIBILITY STUDY PROCESS, THE RETAINED TECHNOLOGIES WERE GROUPED INTO REMEDIAL UNITS



WHICH WOULD ACCOMPLISH SPECIFIC REMEDIAL OBJECTIVES.  THESE REMEDIAL UNITS WERE THEN COMBINED TO
DEVELOP FULL REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES WHICH WOULD RESPOND TO THE CONDITIONS SURROUNDING THE
POWERSVILLE SITE.  A TOTAL OF 13 COMPREHENSIVE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES WERE DESIGNED FROM THE
VARIOUS TECHNOLOGIES RETAINED AFTER THE SCREENING PROCESS.  EACH OF THE POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVES
WAS ANALYZED BASED ON EFFECTIVENESS, IMPLEMENTABILITY AND COST.  A GENERAL SUMMARY OF THE  
CONCERNS SURROUNDING EACH TECHNOLOGY IS PRESENTED IN TABLE 15.  IT IS IMPORTANT TO NOTE THAT THE
NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE IS INCLUDED IN THE 13 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED FOR FINAL REMEDY SELECTION
ALTHOUGH IT WAS ELIMINATED DURING THE INITIAL SCREENING PHASE.  THE NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE MUST
BE INCLUDED AT THIS POINT TO FULLY COMPLY WITH THE LEGAL REQUIREMENTS.

ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS

ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

UNDER THE NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE, SOILS AND GROUNDWATER WOULD REMAIN CONTAMINATED WITH TOXIC
SUBSTANCES REGULATED BY LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL LAWS.  POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF NO REMEDIATION
MIGHT INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:

        - OCCUPATIONAL OR PUBLIC EXPOSURE
        - DECLINE IN PROPERTY VALUES
        - DEPRESSED AREA GROWTH
        - ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS.

SEVERAL ACTIVITIES WOULD NEED TO OCCUR UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE.  A FENCE WOULD NEED TO BE ERECTED
AROUND THE ENTIRE SITE AND WARNING SIGNS POSTED.  PERIODIC MONITORING OF EXISTING MONITOR WELLS
AS WELL AS THE INSTALLATION OF SEVERAL ADDITIONAL SHALLOW/DEEP MONITOR WELLS.

   TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS                 $103,572

   PRESENT WORTH OPERATION &
   MAINTENANCE COSTS                        $239,048

   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH COST                 $342,620.

ALTERNATIVE 2 - CAPPING THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA AND MUNICIPAL FILL AREA

SURFACE CAPPING INVOLVES CONSTRUCTING A THREE LAYERED CAP ACCORDING TO RCRA GUIDELINES.  THE
INSTALLATION OF A SURFACE CAP WILL REDUCE THE INFILTRATION THROUGH THE CONTAMINATED SOIL AND
THEREBY REDUCE THE MIGRATION OF POLLUTANTS TO THE GROUNDWATER.  THE CAP WOULD BE INSTALLED OVER
THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA, WHICH ENCOMPASSES APPROXIMATELY ONE ACRE, AND THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA,
WHICH COVERS 7.5 ACRES.

CAPPING WOULD FIRST INCLUDE THE PLACEMENT OF A TWO FOOT CLAY LAYER COMPACTED IN SIX INCH LIFTS. 
A TWENTY MIL THICK SYNTHETIC LINER WOULD THEN BE PLACED OVER THE CLAY.  NEXT, A ONE FOOT THICK
DRAINAGE LAYER OF GRAVEL WOULD BE SPREAD AND A FILTER FABRIC PLACED ON TOP OF THE GRAVEL. THE
FILTER FABRIC WOULD HELP TO STABILIZE A FINAL LAYER OF EIGHTEEN INCHES OF TOPSOIL.  THE TOPSOIL
WOULD BE VEGETATED TO PREVENT EROSION. ALSO, THE CAP WOULD HAVE A MINIMUM SLOPE OF TWO PERCENT
GENERALLY TOWARD THE SOUTHEAST.  DRAINAGE WOULD BE DESIGNED TO DIRECT SURFACE RUNOFF TOWARD THE
PRESENT NATURAL DRAINAGE CHANNELS.

SINCE THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA WAS PREVIOUSLY USED AS A SANITARY LANDFILL, THE GENERATION OF
NATURAL GAS CAN BE EXPECTED.  PROVISIONS FOR VENTING AND MONITORING OF THE GAS PRODUCED WOULD BE
REQUIRED.  INITIAL GAS MONITORING WOULD PROBABLY BE PERFORMED QUARTERLY AND LATER REDUCED IF NO
PROBLEMS OCCUR.



GROUNDWATER MONITORING WOULD BE REQUIRED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THIS ALTERNATIVE.  MONITORING WOULD
INVOLVE CONTINUED USE OF EXISTING MONITOR WELLS AND THE INSTALLATION OF A MINIMUM OF EIGHT NEW
SHALLOW MONITOR WELLS IN THE UPPER REGION OF THE AQUIFER TO DETERMINE WHETHER CONTAMINANTS ARE
LEACHING OR MIGRATING FROM THE CAPPED AREAS.

THE FOLLOWING IS A SUMMARY OF THE ESTIMATED COST ASSOCIATED WITH THIS ALTERNATIVE:

   TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS                 $3,460,670

   PRESENT WORTH OPERATION &
     MAINTENANCE COSTS

     HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA CAP               $  122,527
     MUNICIPAL FILL AREA CAP                $  247,527

   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH COSTS                $3,830,724.

ALTERNATIVE 3 - EXCAVATE AND INCINERATE THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA ONSITE; CAP THE MUNICIPAL FILL
AREA

THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD INVOLVE THE USE OF SOURCE CONTROL FOR THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AND MUNICIPAL
FILL AREAS.  A SURFACE CAP WOULD BE USED ON THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA TO REDUCE MIGRATION OF
CONTAMINANTS TO THE GROUND WATER.  INCINERATION OF THE CONTENTS OF THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA  
WOULD ELIMINATE THAT SOURCE OF CONTAMINANTS.

THE SURFACE CAPPING OF THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA WOULD COVER APPROXIMATELY 7.5 ACRES AND WOULD
INVOLVE THE SAME CONSIDERATIONS AND PROCEDURES DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 2.

THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA OCCUPIES APPROXIMATELY ONE ACRE.  IT IS ESTIMATED THAT REMOVAL OF TOP
SOIL AND SUBSOIL IN THE AREA WILL REQUIRE THE REMOVAL AND INCINERATION OF APPROXIMATELY 19,300
CUBIC YARDS OF SOLIDS CONTAMINATED WITH DIELDRIN, BHC, TOXAPHENE, CHLORDANE, AND OTHER
PESTICIDES.  EXCAVATION OF THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA COULD BE ACCOMPLISHED USING STANDARD
EXCAVATION EQUIPMENT.  THE PITS WOULD THEN BE BACKFILLED WITH TREATED SOIL.  THE INCINERATION
PROCESS TYPICALLY REMOVES GREATER THAN 99 PERCENT OF THESE CONTAMINANTS.

THE MOST COMMONLY USED INCINERATION METHODOLOGIES FOR HAZARDOUS WASTE REMEDIATION INCLUDE ROTARY
KILN, FLUIDIZED BED, AND MULTIPLE HEARTH TECHNOLOGIES.  IN ADDITION, THERE ARE SEVERAL EMERGING
TECHNOLOGIES THAT ARE GAINING ACCEPTANCE INCLUDING MOLTEN SALT BED AND INFRARED INCINERATION. 
THE TWO THAT ARE CONSIDERED VIABLE FOR THE POWERSVILLE SITE ARE EITHER THE ROTARY KILN OR THE
INFRARED INCINERATOR.

   TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS                 $11,098,746

   PRESENT WORTH OPERATION &
     MAINTENANCE COSTS

     ONSITE INCINERATION OF
     HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA                   $   466,582
     MUNICIPAL FILL AREA CAP                $   247,094

   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH                      $11,812,422.

ALTERNATIVE 4 - SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION OF THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA; CAP THE MUNICIPAL FILL
AREA



THIS ALTERNATIVE INVOLVES THE USE OF SOURCE CONTROLS TO REDUCE LEACHING AND MIGRATION OF
CONTAMINANTS TO THE GROUNDWATER.  A SURFACE CAP WOULD BE INSTALLED OVER THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA
AND SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION TECHNIQUES WOULD BE APPLIED TO THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA.

THE PROCEDURES AND CONSIDERATIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THE SURFACE CAPPING OF THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA
ARE IDENTICAL TO THOSE DESCRIBED FOR THE SAME AREA IN ALTERNATIVE 2.  THE SOLIDIFICATION OF THE
HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA, APPROXIMATELY 19,300 CUBIC YARDS, WOULD INVOLVE A CEMENTACIOUS FIXATION  
OF THE CONTAMINATED SOIL ENABLING IT TO BE PERMANENTLY STORED AT THE SITE.

   TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS                 $6,587,852

   PRESENT WORTH OPERATION AND
     MAINTENANCE COSTS
     SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION -
     HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA                   $  195,114

     MUNICIPAL FILL AREA CAP                $  247,094

   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH COST:                $7,030,060.

ALTERNATIVE 5 - CAP THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA AND MUNICIPAL FILL; PUMP AND TREAT THE GROUNDWATER

IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS ALTERNATIVE INVOLVES BOTH SOURCE CONTROL OF CONTAMINATED SOIL AND DIRECT
TREATMENT OF CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER. SOURCE CONTROL OF THE SOIL WOULD BE ACCOMPLISHED BY
INSTALLING A SURFACE CAP ON BOTH THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA AND THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA.  THE 
PROCEDURES AND CONSIDERATIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THE SURFACE CAP ARE IDENTICAL TO THOSE DESCRIBED
IN ALTERNATIVE 2.

THE TREATMENT OF THE CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER WOULD BE ACCOMPLISHED BY THE USE OF A PACKAGE
TREATMENT PLANT AND ACTIVATED CARBON COLUMNS. TREATMENT WOULD INCLUDE EXTRACTION AND STORAGE OF
THE GROUNDWATER, PRECIPITATION, FLOCCULATION, SEDIMENTATION, FILTRATION, CARBON ADSORPTION AND
DISCHARGE OF THE TREATED WATER TO LOCAL SURFACE WATER.

   TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS                 $4,816,626

   PRESENT WORTH OPERATION AND
     MAINTENANCE COSTS

     MUNICIPAL FILL CAP                     $  247,094
     HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA CAP               $  122,527
     EXTRACTION/DISPOSAL OF GROUNDWATER     $  394,363
     TREATMENT OF GROUNDWATER               $  759,262

   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH COST                 $6,339,872.

ALTERNATIVE 6 - EXCAVATION AND ONSITE INCINERATION OF THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA; CAP THE
MUNICIPAL FILL AREA; PUMP AND TREAT THE GROUNDWATER

THIS ALTERNATIVE IS A COMBINATION OF ALTERNATIVES 3 AND 5.  THE CONSIDERATIONS AND PROCEDURES
WILL BE THE SAME AS THOSE DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 3 FOR ONSITE INCINERATION OF THE HAZARDOUS
WASTE AREA AND CAPPING OF THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA.  LIKEWISE, THE CONSIDERATIONS FOR PUMPING AND
TREATING THE GROUNDWATER WILL BE THE SAME AS DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 5.

   TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST                  $12,688,971



   PRESENT WORTH OPERATION AND
     MAINTENANCE COSTS

     MUNICIPAL FILL CAP                     $   247,094
     ONSITE INCINERATION OF
       HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA                 $   466,582
     EXTRACTION/DISPOSAL OF GROUNDWATER     $   394,363
     TREATMENT OF GROUNDWATER               $   759,262

   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH COST                 $14,456,272.

ALTERNATIVE 7 - SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION OF THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA; CAP THE MUNICIPAL FILL
AREA; PUMP AND TREAT THE GROUNDWATER

THIS ALTERNATIVE IS A COMBINATION OF ALTERNATIVES 4 AND 5.  THE CONSIDERATIONS AND PROCEDURES
WILL BE THE SAME AS THOSE DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 4 FOR STABILIZATION/SOLIDIFICATION OF THE
HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA AND CAPPING OF THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA.  LIKEWISE, THE CONSIDERATIONS FOR
PUMPING AND TREATING THE GROUNDWATER WILL BE THE SAME AS DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 5.

   TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS                 $ 9,512,702

   PRESENT WORTH OPERATION AND
     MAINTENANCE COSTS

     SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION OF
       HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA                 $   195,114
     MUNICIPAL FILL AREA CAP                $   247,094
     EXTRACTION/DISPOSAL OF GROUNDWATER     $   394,363
     TREATMENT OF GROUNDWATER               $   759,262

   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH COST                 $11,108,535.

ALTERNATIVE 8 - CAP THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA AND THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA; PROVIDE AN ALTERNATE
DRINKING WATER SOURCE

IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD INVOLVE SOURCE CONTROL BY THE INSTALLATION OF A SURFACE
CAP ON THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA AND THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA.  THE CONSIDERATIONS AND PROCEDURES
FOR THE CAP WOULD BE IDENTICAL TO THOSE DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 2.

UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE, AN ALTERNATE SOURCE OF DRINKING WATER WOULD BE SUPPLIED TO THE LOCAL
RESIDENCES WHICH PRESENTLY HAVE WELLS THAT ARE POTENTIAL RECEPTORS OF CONTAMINANTS. THE
PROVISIONS OF THIS ALTERNATE SOURCE WOULD NOT IMPROVE OR TREAT THE PRESENT CONTAMINATION, BUT
WOULD ELIMINATE THE LONG TERM POTENTIAL RISK IDENTIFIED IN THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT (APPENDIX
C).

THE ALTERNATE WATER SOURCE CONSIDERED BY THIS STUDY CONSISTED OF THE EXTENSION OF THE MUNICIPAL
WATER SUPPLY PIPELINE FROM THE CITY OF BYRON. THE BYRON SYSTEM IS THE CLOSEST EXISTING MUNICIPAL
SUPPLY TO THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE.  THE PRESENT TERMINATION POINT IS LOCATED APPROXIMATELY
TWO AND A HALF MILES NORTH OF THE SITE ON GEORGIA HIGHWAY 49.

   TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS                 $3,928,920

   PRESENT WORTH OPERATION AND
     MAINTENANCE COSTS



     HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA CAP               $  122,527
     MUNICIPAL FILL AREA CAP                $  247,094
     ALTERNATE WATER SOURCE                 $  207,392

   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH COST                 $4,505,933.

ALTERNATIVE 9 - EXCAVATE AND INCINERATE THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA ONSITE; CAP THE MUNICIPAL FILL
AREA; PLUS ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SOURCE

THIS ALTERNATIVE IS A COMBINATION OF ALTERNATIVE 3 AND THE PROVISION OF AN ALTERNATE DRINKING
WATER SOURCE AS DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 8.  THE CONSIDERATIONS AND PROCEDURES WILL BE IDENTICAL
TO THOSE DISCUSSED IN THE RESPECTIVE ALTERNATIVES.

   TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS                 $11,742,589

   PRESENT WORTH OPERATION AND
     MAINTENANCE COSTS

     MUNICIPAL FILL AREA CAP                $   247,094
     ONSITE INCINERATION OF
       HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA                 $   466,582
     ALTERNATE WATER SOURCE                 $   207,392

   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH COST                 $12,663,657.

ALTERNATIVE 10 - SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION OF THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA; CAP THE MUNICIPAL
FILL AREA; PLUS ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SOURCE

THIS ALTERNATIVE IS A COMBINATION OF ALTERNATIVE 4 AND THE PROVISION OF AN ALTERNATE DRINKING
WATER SOURCE AS DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 8.  THE CONSIDERATION AND PROCEDURES WILL BE IDENTICAL
TO THOSE DISCUSSED IN THE RESPECTIVE ALTERNATIVES.

   TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS                 $7,231,696

   PRESENT WORTH OPERATION AND
     MAINTENANCE COSTS

     MUNICIPAL FILL AREA CAP                $  247,094
     SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION  OF
       HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA                 $  195,114
     ALTERNATE WATER SOURCE                 $  207,392

   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH COST                 $7,881,296.

ALTERNATIVE 11 - CAP THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA AND MUNICIPAL FILL AREA; PUMP AND TREAT THE
GROUNDWATER; PLUS ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SOURCE

THIS ALTERNATIVE IS A COMBINATION OF ALTERNATIVE 5 AND THE PROVISION OF AN ALTERNATE DRINKING
WATER SOURCE AS DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 8.  THE CONSIDERATIONS AND PROCEDURES WILL BE IDENTICAL
TO THOSE DISCUSSED IN THE RESPECTIVE ALTERNATIVES.

   TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS                 $5,460,470

   PRESENT WORTH OPERATION AND



     MAINTENANCE COSTS

     MUNICIPAL FILL AREA CAP                $  247,094
     HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA CAP               $  122,527
     ALTERNATE WATER SOURCE                 $  207,392
     EXTRACTION/DISPOSAL OF GROUNDWATER     $  394,363
     TREATMENT OF GROUNDWATER               $  759,262

   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH COST                 $7,191,108.

ALTERNATIVE 12 - EXCAVATION AND ONSITE INCINERATION OF THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA; CAP THE
MUNICIPAL FILL; PUMP AND TREAT THE GROUNDWATER; PLUS ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SOURCE

THIS ALTERNATIVE IS A COMBINATION OF ALTERNATIVE 6 AND THE PROVISION OF AN ALTERNATE DRINKING
WATER SOURCE AS DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 8.  THE CONSIDERATIONS AND PROCEDURES WILL BE IDENTICAL
TO THOSE DISCUSSED IN THE RESPECTIVE ALTERNATIVES.

   TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS                 $13,232,814

   PRESENT WORTH OPERATION AND
     MAINTENANCE COSTS

     MUNICIPAL FILL AREA CAP                $   247,094
     ONSITE INCINERATION                    $   466,582
     EXTRACTION/DISPOSAL OF GROUNDWATER     $   374,363
     TREATMENT OF GROUNDWATER               $   759,262
     ALTERNATE WATER SOURCE                 $   207,392

   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH COST                 $15,287,507.

ALTERNATIVE 13 - SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION OF THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA; CAP THE MUNICIPAL
FILL AREA; PUMP AND TREAT GROUNDWATER; PLUS ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SOURCE

THIS ALTERNATIVE IS A COMBINATION OF ALTERNATIVE 7 AND THE PROVISION OF AN ALTERNATE DRINKING
WATER SOURCE AS DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 8.  THE CONSIDERATIONS AND PROCEDURES WILL BE IDENTICAL
TO THOSE DISCUSSED IN THE RESPECTIVE ALTERNATIVES.

   TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS                 $ 8,672,421

   PRESENT WORTH OPERATION AND
     MAINTENANCE COSTS

     SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION
       OF HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA              $   195,114
     MUNICIPAL FILL AREA CAP                $   247,094
     EXTRACTION/DISPOSAL OF GROUNDWATER     $   394,363
     TREATMENT OF GROUNDWATER               $   759,262
     ALTERNATE WATER SOURCE                 $   207,392

   TOTAL PRESENT WORTH COST                 $10,475,646.

#CR
SECTION VI
COMMUNITY RELATIONS



COMMUNITY RELATIONS EFFORTS FOR THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL WERE INITIATED IN JULY OF 1985 WHEN EPA
COMPLETED THE SITE COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN. AREA RESIDENTS WERE CONTACTED AS PART OF COMMUNITY
RELATIONS WORK.  THE MAJOR CONCERN EXPRESSED BY RESIDENTS AT THAT TIME CONCERNED CONTAMINATION
OF THEIR DRINKING WATER, BUT HISTORICALLY, CONCERNS ALSO INCLUDED ODOR AND AIRBORNE
CONTAMINATION.  OVERALL COMMUNITY INTEREST HAS BEEN MODERATE.  AN INFORMATION REPOSITORY WAS
ESTABLISHED AT THE POWERSVILLE FIRE STATION, WHICH IS NEAR THE SITE.  ALL FINAL DOCUMENTS, PLUS
THE DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY WERE SENT TO THE REPOSITORY FOR PUBLIC
ACCESS.

IN PREPARATION FOR THE PUBLIC MEETING, A FACT SHEET WAS SENT TO INTERESTED PARTIES LISTED IN THE
COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN.  THE FACT SHEET PROVIDED INTERESTED PARTIES WITH A SUMMARY OF ALL
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES BEING CONSIDERED BY EPA FOR REMEDIATING THE PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH THE
POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE.  ADDITIONALLY, NOTICE WAS PLACED IN THE LOCAL PAPER INDICATING ALL
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES AND ANNOUNCING THE TIME AND LOCATION OF THE PUBLIC MEETING.

ON AUGUST 4, 1987, A PUBLIC MEETING WAS HELD TO DISCUSS THE FINDINGS OF THE RI/FS.  THE PUBLIC
MEETING SERVED TO INITIATE A 3 WEEK PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD WHICH CLOSED ON AUGUST 25, 1987. 
ATTENDANCE AT THE PUBLIC MEETING WAS MODERATE, WITH APPROXIMATELY 30 PEOPLE IN ATTENDANCE. A
NUMBER OF WRITTEN COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.  THESE COMMENTS HAVE
BEEN FULLY ADDRESSED IN THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY (ATTACHED), WHICH WILL BE PLACED IN THE
INFORMATION REPOSITORY.

#OEL
SECTION VII
CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS

OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS WHICH MAY BE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT TO THE REMEDIAL ACTIVITY BEING
PROPOSED FOR THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE ARE:

        -- SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT
        -- RESOURCE AND CONSERVATION RECOVERY ACT (RCRA)
        -- CLEAN AIR ACT
        -- EPA GROUNDWATER PROTECTION STRATEGY
        -- CLEAN WATER ACT.

LOCALLY, RESIDENTS OBTAIN THEIR WATER SUPPLIES FROM THE PROVIDENCE SAND UNIT, WHICH IS THE
SHALLOW SATURATED UNIT.  THEREFORE, THE MANDATES OF THE SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT APPLY TO THIS
AQUIFER.  AT PRESENT, HOWEVER, NONE OF THE CONTAMINANTS EXCEED THE STANDARDS ESTABLISHED UNDER
THIS ACT.  CAPPING SHOULD GREATLY REDUCE THE MOBILITY OF THE CONTAMINANTS AT THE SITE, WHICH
WILL REDUCE OR ELIMINATE THEIR INFILTRATION INTO THE GROUNDWATER.  THE ALTERNATE WATER SUPPLY
WILL PROVIDE ADDITIONAL INSURANCE THAT LOCAL RESIDENTS HAVE A LONG-TERM SOURCE OF CLEAN WATER.

THE CAPS WILL BE CONSTRUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH EPA GUIDANCE DOCUMENT COVERS FOR UNCONTROLLED
HAZARDOUS SITES, EPA/540/2-85/002, SEPTEMBER, 1985 AND ALL APPLICABLE STATE AND FEDERAL
REGULATIONS.  SINCE ALL CONTAMINATED MATERIALS WILL BE LEFT IN PLACE AT THE SITE, COMPLIANCE 
WITH RCRA DISPOSAL REGULATIONS IS NOT A FACTOR.  CONSISTENT WITH RCRA ADDITIONAL MONITOR WELLS
WILL BE CONSTRUCTED AND LONG TERM SITE MONITORING INSTITUTED.

FUTURE EROSION OF SURFACE SEDIMENTS, ESPECIALLY AROUND THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA, MAY LEAD TO
SURFACE WATER AND AIR CONTAMINATION, ALTHOUGH NEITHER OF THESE MEDIA ARE PRESENTLY CONSIDERED AT
RISK.  CAPPING, WHICH INCORPORATES GRADING, DRAINAGE CONTROL, AND THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A  
VEGETATIVE COVER, WILL ELIMINATE THE POTENTIAL FOR LONG TERM EROSION PROBLEMS.  WITH THESE
EROSIONAL CONCERNS ELIMINATED FUTURE CONCERN WITH SURFACE WATER AND AIR ROUTES WILL ALSO BE



REMOVED.  DURING CONSTRUCTION OF THE CAPS, AIR MONITORING WILL BE USED TO GUARD AGAINST A
RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS INTO THE AIR.

#RA
VIII. RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

THE REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDED FOR THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE IS CONSTRUCTION OF
CAPS OVER BOTH THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA AND THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL, COUPLED WITH AN ALTERNATE
DRINKING WATER SOURCE FOR RESIDENTS LIVING CLOSE TO THE SITE.  FOR THE MUNICIPAL WASTE AREA THE  
CAP WILL BE DESIGNED TO PROVIDE LONG-TERM MINIMIZATION OF LIQUIDS THROUGH THE CLOSED LANDFILL. 
THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA SHOULD BE CONSTRUCTED WITH AN ARTIFICIAL LINER AND/OR AN EQUIVALENT TWO
FOOT LAYER OF COMPACTED CLAY.  THESE CAPS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH EPA GUIDANCE,
COVERS FOR UNCONTROLLED HAZARDOUS SITES, EPA/540/2-85/002, SEPTEMBER 1985, AND IN ACCORDANCE
WITH APPLICABLE STATE AND FEDERAL REGULATIONS.  THIS RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE IS SIMILAR TO
ALTERNATIVE #8, AS OUTLINED IN SECTION V OF THIS DOCUMENT.  DUE TO DIFFERENCES IN THE
SPECIFICATIONS FOR CAP CONSTRUCTION, THE RECOMMENDED REMEDY CAN BE EXPECTED TO COST $0.5 MILLION
LESS THAN ALTERNATIVE #8, OR ABOUT $4.0 MILLION.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD PROVIDE SOURCE CONTROL WITH THE INSTALLATION OF SURFACE
CAPS OVER THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA AND THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA.  COUPLED WITH THE CAPS WOULD BE
THE INSTALLATION OF AN ALTERNATE WATER SUPPLY.  RESIDENTS UPGRADIENT OF THE SITE WHOSE PROPERTY
IS IMMEDIATELY ADJACENT TO THE SITE AND RESIDENTS DOWNGRADIENT OF AND LIKELY TO BE IMPACTED BY
CONTAMINANTS LEAVING THE SITE WILL BE CONNECTED TO THIS ALTERNATE WATER SYSTEM, THUS SUPPLYING
THEM WITH A RELIABLE, LONG-TERM SOURCE OF SAFE DRINKING WATER.

FINALLY, DEED RESTRICTIONS NEED TO BE ESTABLISHED FOR THOSE LANDS BETWEEN THE SITE AND MULE
CREEK PROHIBITING THE DRILLING OF WATER WELLS. THIS LAND DEFINES THE AREAL EXTENT OF THE
GROUNDWATER THAT IS EXPECTED TO BE EFFECTED BY THE SITE.  SIMILAR RESTRICTIONS NEED TO BE
ESTABLISHED FOR THE SITE ITSELF, BUT SHOULD ALSO PROHIBIT ANY ADDITIONAL ACTIVITIES THAT COULD
CAUSE DAMAGE TO THE REMEDY IMPLEMENTED AT THE SITE.

SURFACE CAPPING INVOLVES CONSTRUCTION OF THE CAPS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PARAMETERS AND GUIDANCE
INDICATED ABOVE.  THE INSTALLATION OF SURFACE CAPS WILL REDUCE THE INFILTRATION OF RAIN AND
OTHER SURFACE WATER THROUGH THE CONTAMINATED SOIL AND THEREBY REDUCE THE MIGRATION OF POLLUTANTS
TO THE GROUNDWATER.  THE CAPS WOULD BE INSTALLED OVER THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA WHICH ENCOMPASSES
APPROXIMATELY 0.8 ACRE AND THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA, WHICH COVERS 7.5 ACRES.

A CROSS SECTION OF A CAP TYPICAL FOR THIS TYPE OF SITE IS PRESENTED IN FIGURE 11.  THIS DIAGRAM
IS PRESENTED ONLY AS AN EXAMPLE, AND ACTUAL CAP CONSTRUCTION WILL BE BASED ON THE GUIDANCE AND
PARAMETERS REFERENCED IN THE FIRST PARAGRAPH OF THIS SECTION.  DIFFERENTIAL COMPACTION AND  
SETTLING DUE TO THE VARIETY OF MATERIALS CONTAINED WITHIN THESE AREAS WILL ALSO INFLUENCE THE
DESIGN PARAMETERS FOR THESE CAPS.  DRAINAGE WILL BE DESIGNED TO DIRECT SURFACE RUNOFF TOWARD THE
PRESENT NATURAL DRAINAGE CHANNELS.

AS THE PART OF THIS ALTERNATIVE, AN ALTERNATE SOURCE OF DRINKING WATER WILL BE SUPPLIED TO THE
LOCAL RESIDENCES WHICH PRESENTLY HAVE WELLS THAT ARE POTENTIAL RECEPTORS OF CONTAMINANTS.  IT IS
KNOWN THAT THE BYRON MUNICIPAL SYSTEM IS THE CLOSEST SUPPLY SYSTEM, BEING A MAXIMUM OF TWO AND A
HALF MILES FROM THE SITE.  CONVERSATIONS WITH COUNTY OFFICIALS ON AUGUST 4, 1987, INDICATE THAT
THE TERMINATION POINT FOR THAT SYSTEM MAY NOW BE AS CLOSE AS ONE MILE AWAY.  ENGINEERING
CONSIDERATIONS WILL NEED TO EVALUATE THE PRESENT CAPACITY OF THE SYSTEM TO SEE IF:

        - ADDITIONAL WELLS WILL BE NEEDED,
        - THE TREATMENT PLANT CAN HANDLE THE EXTRA DEMAND, AND
        - ADDITIONAL PUMP STATIONS AND STORAGE TANKS WILL BE NEEDED.



THE PROVISION OF AN ALTERNATIVE DRINKING WATER SOURCE WILL NOT IMPROVE OR TREAT THE PRESENT
CONTAMINATION, BUT WOULD ELIMINATE THE LONG TERM POTENTIAL RISK IDENTIFIED IN THE ENDANGERMENT
ASSESSMENT.

SINCE THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA WAS PREVIOUSLY USED AS A SANITARY LANDFILL THE GENERATION OF
NATURAL GAS CAN BE EXPECTED.  PROVISIONS FOR VENTING AND MONITORING OF THE GAS PRODUCED WILL
NEED TO BE CONSIDERED.  IF VENTING IS REQUIRED, INITIAL GAS MONITORING WOULD PROBABLY BE
PERFORMED QUARTERLY AND LATER REDUCED IF NO PROBLEMS OCCUR.

GROUNDWATER MONITORING IS REQUIRED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THIS ALTERNATIVE. MONITORING INVOLVES
CONTINUED USE OF EXISTING MONITOR WELLS AND THE INSTALLATION OF AT LEAST EIGHT NEW SHALLOW
MONITOR WELLS IN THE UPPER REGION OF THE AQUIFER TO DETERMINE WHETHER OR NOT CONTAMINANTS ARE  
LEACHING FROM EITHER OF THE CAPPED DISPOSAL AREAS.

SITE CAPPING SHOULD REDUCE OR ELIMINATE THE MOBILITY OF THE CONTAMINANTS IN BOTH DISPOSAL AREAS. 
PUBLIC CONCERN FROM THE SHORT AND LONG TERM THREAT TO THE GROUNDWATER WILL BE ELIMINATED WITH
THE INSTALLATION OF AN ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SOURCE.  INCINERATION OR STABILIZATION/
SOLIDIFICATION ALTERNATIVES FOR THE LANDFILL WERE CONSIDERED INFEASIBLE FOR THREE REASONS:

• THERE IS NOT ENOUGH INFORMATION AVAILABLE TO LOCATE THE CONTAMINATED AREAS WITHIN
THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL.  ADDITIONAL SAMPLING DOES NOT ENSURE THAT ALL SUCH AREAS
WILL BE LOCATED.

• COSTS OF TREATMENT WOULD BE VERY HIGH.  IF IT IS ASSUMED THAT THE WHOLE LANDFILL WAS
TREATED THEN VERY LARGE VOLUMES OF WASTES WOULD NEED PROCESSED AND TREATED.  COSTS
WOULD ALSO BE HIGH IF AN ATTEMPT WERE MADE TO LOCATE AND TREAT ONLY THE "HOT SPOTS"
IN THE LANDFILL, DUE TO THE LARGE NUMBER OF SAMPLES THAT WOULD NEED TO BE TAKEN TO   
ATTEMPT TO LOCATE AND CONFIRM THESE AREAS.  SUCH SAMPLING ALSO WOULD PRESENT A RISK
TO PERSONNEL FROM HAVING TO DRILL FREQUENTLY INTO THE LANDFILL WHERE POCKETS OF
EXPLOSIVE GASES COULD BE LOCATED.

• THE THIRD DRAWBACK IS THE TECHNICAL COMPLEXITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THESE TWO
ALTERNATIVES.  THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL CONTAINS DEBRIS THAT WOULD HAVE TO BE SORTED
OUT AND/OR SHREDDED TO ENSURE COMPATIBILITY WITH THE CHOSEN PROCESS, A TASK THAT MAY
BE DIFFICULT TO ACCOMPLISH GIVEN THE VARIETY OF MATERIALS THAT ONE CAN EXPECT TO
FIND IN SUCH AN AREA.  IN THE CASE OF STABILIZATION/SOLIDIFICATION, A SOLIDIFICATION
MIX WOULD NEED TO BE DEVELOPED THAT WAS OF SATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE IN REDUCING
LEACHABILITY AND PROVIDING LONG TERM STABILITY.  MIXING OR MIXING/DRILLING
TECHNIQUES WOULD LIKEWISE NEED TO BE DEVELOPED TO ASSURE ADEQUATE PERFORMANCE OF THE
MIX. INCINERATION IS A HIGHLY AUTOMATED PROCESS THAT IS HIGHLY PRONE TO MECHANICAL
FAILURE WHEN AMORPHOUS MATERIALS ARE TO BE INCINERATED, AND MUST BE CONSTANTLY
MONITORED FOR THE RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS INTO THE AIR.

APPLYING SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION OR INCINERATION TO ONLY THE SMALLER HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA
REMOVES THE PROBLEM OF LOCATING "HOT SPOTS" AS THE WHOLE AREA WOULD BE TREATED.  BEING A SMALLER
AREA AND SO OF SMALLER VOLUME, TREATMENT COSTS WOULD BE REDUCED, BUT STILL SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER
THAN THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE. STABILIZATION/SOLIDIFICATION OF THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA WOULD
COST ABOUT $3.0 MILLION MORE THAN CONSTRUCTING A CAP FOR THE SAME AREA. INCINERATION WOULD COST
APPROXIMATELY $8 MILLION MORE THAN CAPPING THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA.  THE PROBLEM OF TECHNICAL
COMPLEXITY WOULD NOT CHANGE SIGNIFICANTLY IF TREATING THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA INSTEAD OF THE  
MUNICIPAL LANDFILL.

PUMPING AND TREATING THE WATER IS OF QUESTIONABLE FEASIBILITY AS THE PROVIDENCE UNIT IS A
COMPLEX ASSEMBLAGE OF INTERLAYERED SANDS AND CLAYS. SUCH GEOLOGY LENDS ITSELF TO THE EXISTENCE



OF SATURATED OR "PERCHED" WATER ZONES.  TO BE MOST EFFECTIVE, ALL SUCH SATURATED ZONES WOULD
HAVE TO BE DEFINED WITH SOIL BORINGS OR OTHER MEASURES BEFORE WITHDRAWAL WELLS WERE INSTALLED. 
THE COMPLEXITY OF THE GEOLOGY MAKES IT DIFFICULT TO PREDICT THE VIABILITY OF THIS METHODOLOGY.

PRESENTLY, NO ARARS ARE BEING EXCEEDED OR ARE IN DANGER OF BEING EXCEEDED.  THUS, THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE WILL NOT BE CONCERNED WITH MEETING THESE STANDARDS.  THE DATA INDICATING THAT ARARS
ARE NOT PRESENTLY BEING MET FOR LEAD AND CHROMIUM DOES NOT APPEAR TO BE VALID FOR TWO REASONS. 
FIRST, HIGH LEAD AND CHROME VALUES ARE ASSOCIATED ONLY WITH THE OLDER GALVANIZED WELLS, WHICH IS
A MATERIAL THAT SHOULD NOT TO BE RELIED UPON FOR THE MONITORING OF METALS.  SECONDLY, THE
SAMPLES FROM NEWER STAINLESS STEEL WELLS DO NOT SHOW HIGH LEAD AND CHROME CONTENT, WHICH
SUPPORTS THE CONCERN THAT THE GALVANIZED PIPE WELLS ARE THE CAUSE OF THE HIGH VALUES OF LEAD AND
CHROMIUM.  SHORT AND LONG TERM CONCERNS ABOUT EXCEEDING ARARS IN PRIVATE WELLS WILL BE
ELIMINATED BY THE IMPLEMENTATION OF AN ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SOURCE.

THE CAPPING, IN ACCORDANCE WITH COVERS FOR UNCONTROLLED HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES AND THE OTHER
PARAMETERS SPECIFIED, WILL SATISFY A KEY ELEMENT OF CONCERN BY REDUCING THE MOBILITY OF THE
HAZARDOUS WASTES IN BOTH AREAS. THIS WILL BE ACCOMPLISHED BY ELIMINATING THE INFILTRATION OF
RAIN WATER AND OTHER SURFACE WATERS THROUGH THE HAZARDOUS WASTES.  WITH LEACHATE GENERATION
ELIMINATED CONTAMINANTS WILL NOT SEEP DOWN INTO THE SATURATED ZONE OF THE PROVIDENCE SAND UNIT. 
A MINIMUM OF EIGHT ADDITIONAL MONITOR WELLS WILL CONFIRM THE PERFORMANCE OF THE TWO CAPS.

CAPPING WILL PROVIDE MINIMUM DIRECT EXPOSURE OF WORKERS TO HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AS THEY WILL
REMAIN IN PLACE.  THUS SHORT TERM RISKS TO ON-SITE MATERIALS AND TO THE ENVIRONMENT WILL REMAIN
LOW SINCE THERE IS A MINIMUM OF DISTURBANCE AND EXPOSURE.  THE RELATIVE SIMPLICITY OF THIS  
ALTERNATIVE ALSO REDUCES RISKS TO A MINIMUM.  IN CONTRAST INCINERATION REQUIRES CONSTANT
MONITORING TO ENSURE NO RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS INTO THE AIR AND GROUNDWATER PUMP AND TREAT
METHODOLOGIES REQUIRE MONITORING OF THE DISCHARGED TREATED WATER.

THE INSTALLATION OF AN ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SUPPLY PROVIDES BOTH SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM
RELIEF FOR CONCERNS ABOUT DRINKING WATER.  THIS PORTION OF THE REMEDY PROVIDES IMMEDIATE RELIEF
ONCE IN PLACE, AND WILL ASSURE A RELIABLE SOURCE OF WATER FOR THE LONG-TERM PERIOD. LIKE
CAPPING, THE ALTERNATE WATER SOURCE IS AN EASY TO IMPLEMENT TECHNOLOGY AND EXPOSES THE WORKERS
AND THE PUBLIC TO A MINIMUM OF RISKS.

LONG TERM RELIABILITY OF THE CAPS WILL DEPEND ON THE QUALITY OF THE DESIGN, THE CARE TAKEN
DURING INSTALLATION, AND ON LONG TERM MAINTENANCE.  THE ADDITIONAL MONITORING WELLS WILL
EVALUATE THE LONG-TERM PERFORMANCE OF THE CAPS.  IT IS EXPECTED THAT THE MONITORING WILL SHOW A
DECREASE IN CONTAMINATION OVER TIME DUE TO THE ELIMINATION (OR HIGH DEGREE OF REDUCTION) OF
CONTAMINANT MOBILITY.  THUS THE POTENTIAL FOR EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINANTS THROUGH GROUNDWATER,
WHICH IS CONSIDERED LOW, WILL BE EVEN LOWER.  INSTALLATION OF THE CAPS WILL ALSO REDUCE SHORT
TERM AND LONG TERM CONCERNS THAT COULD ARISE FROM THE EXPOSURE OF HAZARDOUS WASTES DUE TO
EROSION.  THERE PRESENTLY IS A SIGNIFICANT AMOUNT OF EROSION AT THE SITE AND CAPPING WOULD
REDUCE SUCH EROSION TO A MINIMUM.

BOTH CAPPING AND THE INSTALLATION OF AN ALTERNATE WATER SUPPLY ARE COMPARATIVELY SIMPLE,
ESTABLISHED TECHNOLOGIES.  THE RELIABILITY OF BOTH TECHNOLOGIES IS EXPECTED TO BE GOOD AND WITH
THE ADDITIONAL MONITOR WELLS IN PLACE IT IS POSSIBLE TO CONFIRM THE PERFORMANCE IN ELIMINATING  
OR REDUCING THE AMOUNT OF LEACHATE FROM THE MUNICIPAL AND HAZARDOUS WASTE AREAS.  NO PERMITS ARE
NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT THIS ALTERNATIVE BUT COORDINATION WITH PEACH COUNTY WILL BE NECESSARY IN
IMPLEMENTING THE ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SUPPLY.  THE EQUIPMENT NECESSARY TO IMPLEMENT THE
ALTERNATIVE SHOULD BE EASILY AVAILABLE AS THE TECHNOLOGIES ARE WELL ESTABLISHED AND WIDELY IN
USE.

COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE



VERY LITTLE SPECIFIC COMMENT WAS RECEIVED FROM THE COMMUNITY CONCERNING WHAT ELEMENTS OF THE
RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE WERE ACCEPTABLE BUT ONE RESIDENT COMMENTED THAT HE PREFERRED THE
PROPOSED REMEDY.  THE MAJOR CONCERN OF RESIDENTS PRESENT WAS THAT THE QUALITY OF THEIR DRINKING  
WATER IS GOOD AND THAT IT CONTINUE TO BE GOOD.  WHILE NOT SPECIFICALLY APPROVING OR DISAPPROVING
THE ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SUPPLY, IT SEEMED CLEAR FROM THE PUBLIC MEETING THAT THIS PROPOSAL
ALLEVIATES CITIZEN CONCERN ABOUT HAVING DRINKABLE WATER.  SOME CONCERN WAS EXPRESSED ABOUT THE
DAMAGE THAT CONSTRUCTION OF HOUSES COULD CAUSE AT THE SITE ONCE THE REMEDY WAS IN PLACE, BUT EPA
INDICATED THAT DEED RESTRICTIONS WOULD ELIMINATE THE POSSIBILITY OF SUCH CONSTRUCTION.  THERE
WERE ALSO SEVERAL RESIDENTS AT THE PUBLIC MEETING WHO STATED THAT THEY WANTED THE SITE "CLEANED
UP", BUT DID NOT ELABORATE ON WHAT THEY MEANT BY "CLEANED UP".

STATE ACCEPTANCE

THE STATE OF GEORGIA CONCURS WITH THE IMPLEMENTATION OF AN ALTERNATIVE WATER SUPPLY FOR ALL
RESIDENTS WHOSE PROPERTY IS UPGRADIENT AND IMMEDIATELY ADJACENT TO THE SITE, AND THOSE RESIDENTS
LYING DOWNGRADIENT OF AND LIKELY TO BE IMPACTED BY CONTAMINANTS LEAVING THE SITE.

THE STATE ALSO AGREES WITH EPA THAT PERIODIC GROUNDWATER MONITORING ON AND AROUND THE SITE
SHOULD BE CONDUCTED WITH A MINIMUM OF EIGHT MONITOR WELLS.  FOR THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL, THE
STATE AGREES WITH EPA THAT THE AREA BE CAPPED IN ACCORDANCE WITH EPA GUIDANCE, COVERS FOR
UNCONTROLLED HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES.  THEY BELIEVE THAT A PROPERLY DESIGNED AND INSTALLED TWO
FOOT THICK CLAY CAP OR EQUIVALENT ARTIFICIAL LINER CONSTRUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE GUIDANCE
REFERENCED ABOVE AND THE GEORGIA HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT ACT, CORRECTIVE ACTION PROVISIONS, 
WILL PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION FOR THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA.

THIS SITE, SINCE IT WAS OPERATED BY A COUNTY OF THE STATE, IS A 50% COST SHARE SITE.  BECAUSE OF
THIS, THE STATE HAS A STRONG INTEREST IN THE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE ALTERNATIVE SELECTED.  IF
A REMEDY MORE COSTLY THAN THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE IS SELECTED, IT IS HIGHLY LIKELY THAT THE
STATE WOULD NOT CONCUR.  THE COST FACTOR MAY ALSO BE A SIGNIFICANT FACTOR IN THE STATE'S
DISAPPROVAL OF PORTIONS OF THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE.

STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 121 OF SARA

THE REMEDY PROPOSED FOR THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE IS THE MOST EFFECTIVE ALTERNATIVE IN TERMS
OF REMOVING THE THREATS POSED BY THE SITE, AND IS CONSIDERED THE MOST EFFECTIVE CHOICE GIVEN THE
CURRENT STATE OF CLEAN-UP TECHNOLOGIES.  THIS REMEDY IS A COST-EFFECTIVE REMEDY WHICH ACHIEVES
AN ACCEPTABLE LEVEL OF PUBLIC HEALTH PROTECTION AND WILL REMOVE THE THREATS THIS SITE POSES TO
THE ENVIRONMENT.  THE REMEDY WILL PROVIDE PROTECTION WHICH WILL MEET ALL APPLICABLE, RELEVANT,
AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS, AND IS COST-EFFECTIVE.  FINALLY, THE REMEDY UTILIZES PERMANENT
TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE.

#OM
SECTION IX
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

THE CAP SHOULD BE INSPECTED ON A REGULAR BASIS FOR SIGNS OF EROSION, SETTLEMENT, OR
DETERIORATION.  IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT INSPECTIONS BE CONDUCTED FREQUENTLY IN THE FIRST SIX
MONTHS BECAUSE PROBLEMS ARE MOST LIKELY TO APPEAR DURING THIS PERIOD.  MAINTENANCE OF THE FINAL
CAP WOULD BE LIMITED TO PERIODIC MOWING OF THE VEGETATIVE LAYER TO PREVENT INVASION BY DEEP
ROOTED VEGETATION AND BURROWING ANIMALS.  ANY SIGNS OF UNEXPECTED SETTLING OR DETERIORATION
SHOULD BE ADDRESSED IMMEDIATELY BY REMOVING THE OVERBURDEN TO INSPECT AND REPAIR THE AFFECTED
AREAS.

IN ADDITION TO THE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE REQUIRED FOR THE SURFACE CAPS, STANDARD MAINTENANCE



AND REPAIR OF PUMPING EQUIPMENT, VALVES, STRUCTURES, METERS, ETC. ASSOCIATED WITH THE NEW
PIPELINE WOULD BE REQUIRED.  PROVISIONS FOR ADDITIONAL USE MONITORING AND BILLING PROCEDURES
WOULD BE REQUIRED.

SINCE THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA WAS PREVIOUSLY USED AS A SANITARY LANDFILL, THE GENERATION OF
NATURAL GAS CAN BE EXPECTED.  PROVISIONS FOR VENTING AND MONITORING OF THE GAS PRODUCED WILL
NEED TO BE EXAMINED.  IF VENTING IS NECESSARY, INITIAL GAS MONITORING WOULD PROBABLY BE
PERFORMED QUARTERLY AND LATER REDUCED IF NO PROBLEMS OCCUR.

GROUNDWATER MONITORING WOULD BE REQUIRED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THIS ALTERNATIVE.  MONITORING WOULD
INVOLVE CONTINUED USE OF EXISTING MONITOR WELLS AND THE INSTALLATION OF A MINIMUM OF EIGHT NEW
SHALLOW MONITOR WELLS IN THE UPPER REGION OF THE AQUIFER TO DETERMINE WHETHER CONTAMINANTS ARE
LEACHING OR MIGRATING FROM THE CAPPED AREAS.  FOR THE FIRST AND SECOND YEAR, QUARTERLY
MONITORING WILL PROBABLY BE REQUIRED. AFTER THE FIRST TWO YEARS, AND DEPENDING ON RESULTS FROM
THE INITIAL MONITORING PERIOD, THE MONITORING WILL PROBABLY BE LIMITED TO ONCE OR TWICE PER
YEAR.

#SCH
SECTION X
SCHEDULE

   SCHEDULE LANDMARK                           DATE FOR IMPLEMENTATION

   1. FINALIZATION OF ROD                             9/23/87

   2. COMPLETE ENFORCEMENT NEGOTIATIONS              12/14/87

   3. INITIATE DESIGN                                 1/14/87

   4. COMPLETE DESIGN                                 7/14/87

   5. INITIATE REMEDIAL ACTION                        7/14/87

   6. COMPLETE REMEDIAL ACTION                        7/14/89.

#FA
SECTION XI
FUTURE ACTIONS

SUCCESSFUL IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY WILL ULTIMATELY REMOVE THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL
SITE FROM UNDER THE JURISDICTION OF THE COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE, COMPENSATION, AND
LIABILITY ACT (CERCLA) AND AS AMENDED BY THE SUPERFUND AMENDMENTS AND REAUTHORIZATION ACT
(SARA).  IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY WILL PROVIDE A PERMANENT SOLUTION TO THE PROBLEMS
SURROUNDING THIS SITE AND WILL REQUIRE NO SUBSEQUENT ACTIONS UNDER CERCLA OR SARA.

IT WILL BE NECESSARY TO CONFIRM THE PERFORMANCE OF THE CAPS TO INSURE THAT CONTAMINANTS ARE NOT
MIGRATING FROM THE SITE.  THIS WILL BE ACCOMPLISHED BY THE INSTALLATION OF A MINIMUM OF EIGHT
MONITOR WELLS AT THE SITE.  IT WILL ALSO BE NECESSARY TO MAINTAIN THE CAP TO ASSURE THE 
PERFORMANCE OF THIS PORTION OF THE REMEDY, A TASK THAT WILL BE CARRIED OUT AS PART OF THE
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE PLAN.

NO FUTURE ACTION WILL BE REQUIRED FOR ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SUPPLY, OTHER THAN THE STANDARD
MAINTENANCE REQUIRED FOR SUCH A SYSTEM.



#TMA
TABLES, MEMORANDA, ATTACHMENTS

#RS
                                  APPENDIX A

                            RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

                  POWERSVILLE LANDFILL, PEACH COUNTY GEORGIA
                            RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

1. OVERVIEW

THE ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED AT THE TIME OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD WAS ALTERNATIVE #8, WHICH IS
COMPRISED OF CONSTRUCTING A RCRA THREE LAYER CAP OVER THE MUNICIPAL AND HAZARDOUS WASTE AREAS. 
THIS ALTERNATIVE ALSO INCLUDES AN ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SUPPLY FOR RESIDENTS LIVING CLOSE TO
THE SITE.

THE ONLY RESPONSIBLE PARTY TO COMMENT DID NOT SUPPORT THE CAPPING PROPOSAL BUT DID AGREE WITH
THE ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SUPPLY AND CONTINUED MONITORING.  THE PRP BELIEVES THAT NON-RCRA
CAPS SHOULD BE EXAMINED, BUT PRESENTLY RECOMMENDS ONLY SITE GRADING AND DRAINAGE CONTROL. 
GEORGIA EPD FAVORS A CAP ON THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA, GRADING AND DRAINAGE CONTROL FOR THE
MUNICIPAL FILL AREA, AND AN ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SUPPLY.  THE PUBLIC DID NOT, EXCEPT IN ONE
COMMENT, INDICATE A CLEAR PREFERENCE FOR ANY SPECIFIC REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE.  THE MAJOR PUBLIC
CONCERNS CENTERED ON THE SAFETY OF THE DRINKING WATER, AND TO A LESSER DEGREE, MAKING SURE THE
SITE WAS CLEANED UP.  THE ONE SPECIFIC COMMENT FROM THE PUBLIC ON A REMEDIAL ACTION SUPPORTED
EPA'S RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE.

2. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS

COMMUNITY CONCERN REGARDING THE POWERSVILLE SITE HAS BEEN MOST PRONOUNCED DURING TWO PERIODS. 
FROM 1963 UNTIL 1979, WHEN THE PEACH COUNTY LANDFILL RECEIVED WASTE REGULARLY, RESIDENTS
COMPLAINED OFTEN ABOUT PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH THE LANDFILL.  SINCE THE DISCOVERY OF GROUND
WATER CONTAMINATION IN 1983 AND THE INSTALLATION OF MONITORING WELLS IN 1984, RESIDENTS HAVE
BEEN CONCERNED ABOUT THE QUALITY OF THEIR DRINKING WATER.

IN AUGUST 1973, ALVAH E. ADAMS, WHO LIVED IMMEDIATELY ADJACENT TO THE LANDFILL ALONG NEWELL
ROAD, COMPLAINED TO EPD OFFICIALS ABOUT BLOWING PESTICIDE DUST AT THE LANDFILL AND UNCONTAINED
SURFACE WATER RUNOFF. MR. ADAMS ALSO EXPRESSED CONCERN THAT BUNDLES OF EMPTY PESTICIDE BAGS WERE
BEING DUMPED IN THE NON-CONTAINED AREAS OF THE LANDFILL.  IN JULY 1975, MR. ADAMS TELEPHONED EPD
OFFICIALS TO COMPLAIN ABOUT ODORS AND PESTICIDE RUNOFF FROM THE SITE.  IN AUGUST 1975, ANOTHER
RESIDENT (WHO NO LONGER LIVES IN POWERSVILLE) WROTE TO EPD OFFICES IN ATLANTA "TO SEE IF WE HERE
IN POWERSVILLE CANNOT GET SOMETHING DONE ABOUT THE COUNTY DUMP.".

WHEN DUMPING AT THE LANDFILL WAS TERMINATED IN 1979, ADDITIONAL LETTERS FROM RESIDENTS EXPRESSED
CONCERN THAT THE COUNTY MIGHT NOT HAVE TAKEN SUFFICIENT MEASURES TO COVER AND REGRADE THE FILL
AREA.  RENEWED COMMUNITY COMPLAINTS REGARDING THE POWERSVILLE SITE DURING 1983 COINCIDED WITH
THE INITIAL PRESENCE OF EPA AND EPD OFFICIALS INVESTIGATING THE GROUND WATER FOR CONTAMINATION
AT THE SITE, ACCORDING TO PEACH COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR FRANKLIN.  EPD FILES SUPPORT THIS CLAIM,  
ALTHOUGH SOME RESIDENTS APPEAR TO HAVE BEEN CONCERNED ABOUT GROUND WATER QUALITY PRIOR TO 1983.

AFTER THE DISCOVERY OF PESTICIDES IN THE LIZZIE CHAPEL BAPTIST CHURCH WELL IN AUGUST 1983,
CITIZENS BEGAN REQUESTING SAMPLING OF THEIR WELLS AND PRESS COVERAGE OF THE SITE INCREASED.  ON
MAY 1984, EPD OFFICIALS RECEIVED A COMPLAINT FROM AN AREA RESIDENT ABOUT A SKIN RASH THAT THE  



RESIDENT THOUGHT TO BE ATTRIBUTABLE TO CONTAMINATED WELL WATER.  MRS. WILLIE C. PICKENS WROTE A
LETTER TO EPA HEADQUARTERS THAT DESCRIBED HEALTH PROBLEMS IN THE COMMUNITY THAT SHE BELIEVED HAD
BEEN CAUSED BY DRINKING CONTAMINATED WATER.  EPD OFFICIALS STATED THAT MRS. PICKENS ALSO
CONTACTED HER CONGRESSMAN ABOUT PROBLEMS AT THE POWERSVILLE SITE.

3. SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS DURING PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND AGENCY RESPONSES

1. COMMENT:  IS THAT WATER SAFE TO DRINK?

EPA RESPONSE:  THE WATER SAMPLED AT THE PICKENS RESIDENCE DID HAVE AN EXTREMELY SMALL AMOUNT OF
CONTAMINATION.  THIS AMOUNT WAS SIGNIFICANTLY BELOW THE MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVEL (MCL)
ESTABLISHED BY THE EPA.  THE MCL IS THE MAXIMUM LEVEL OF CONTAMINATION THAT IS SAFE TO DRINK AND
SINCE THE WATER IS FAR BELOW THIS LEVEL, YES, THE WATER IS SAFE TO DRINK.

2. COMMENT:  WHO WILL PAY FOR LATER DEVELOPING HEALTH ILLNESSES?

EPA RESPONSE:  BEFORE ONE CAN DETERMINE WHO WILL PAY FOR A DEVELOPING ILLNESS, ONE MUST SHOW
THAT SOMETHING OR SOMEONE IN PARTICULAR CAUSES SUCH AN ILLNESS.  THE POWERSVILLE SITE HAS NOT
CONTAMINATED ANYONE'S WATER TO AN EXTENT WHICH SHOULD CAUSE ANY HEALTH PROBLEMS.  THE REASON FOR
THE CONCERN AT THE POWERSVILLE SITE IS NOT THAT PEOPLE ARE PRESENTLY IN DANGER FROM EXPOSURE, IT
IS TO PREVENT EXPOSURE TO PEOPLE IN THE FUTURE WHICH MAY RESULT IF SOMETHING IS NOT DONE AT THE  
SITE.  THE POSSIBLE THINGS THAT CAN BE DONE ARE THE ALTERNATIVES THAT EPA PRESENTED AT THE
PUBLIC MEETING.

3. COMMENT:  SUGGEST CAPPING BOTH AREAS WITH ALTERNATE WATER SOURCE.

EPA RESPONSE:  THIS IS THE ONLY PUBLIC COMMENT THAT SPECIFICALLY ENDORSED A SPECIFIC
ALTERNATIVE.

4. COMMENT:  WHO IS PAYING FOR ALL THE TESTING THAT WAS CARRIED OUT AT THE LANDFILL AND FOR
WHATEVER ACTION IS TAKEN NOW?  IS WOOLFOLK CHEMICAL BEING HELD RESPONSIBLE FOR PAYING OR AM I
AND THE OTHER TAXPAYERS OF THIS COUNTRY?

EPA RESPONSE:  THE WORK DONE BY THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA) TO DATE HAS BEEN PAID
FOR WITH SUPERFUND MONEY, WHICH IS A TAX LEVIED ON CHEMICAL PRODUCTS.  THE UPCOMING WORK WILL BE
PAID FOR EITHER BY EPA OR WOOLFOLK CHEMICAL AND OTHER POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES (PRPS). 
IF WOOLFOLK AND OTHER PRPS DO NOT PAY FOR OR CARRY OUT THE REMAINING WORK NEEDED TO CLEAN UP THE
SITE, EPA WILL SEEK TO RECOVER COSTS THROUGH LITIGATION.

5. COMMENT:  WHO WILL PAY FOR THE EXTENSION OF WATER SERVICE TO THIS AREA?  WILL IT COME FROM
FT. VALLEY OR BYRON?

EPA RESPONSE:  FIRST, IT SHOULD BE MADE CLEAR THAT RESIDENTS WILL NOT HAVE TO PAY ANYTHING TO BE
HOOKED UP TO THE MUNICIPAL WATER SERVICE.  WHO WILL PAY IS NOT YET CLEAR, BUT WILL BE DETERMINED 
THROUGH NEGOTIATIONS WITH WOOLFOLK AND THE OTHER PRPS AS INDICATED IN THE ANSWER TO COMMENT #1.

BASED ON DISCUSSIONS WITH COUNTY OFFICIALS, IT IS MOST LIKELY THAT WATER WILL COME FROM THE
BYRON MUNICIPAL WATER SYSTEM, AS PIPELINES FROM BYRON ARE ALREADY CLOSE TO THE AREA.

6. COMMENT:  WILL THIS SITE BE USED AS A LANDFILL AGAIN?

EPA RESPONSE:  THE POSSIBILITY HAS BEEN DISCUSSED, BUT IS VERY UNLIKELY.  THE SITE NEEDS TO BE
LEVELED OUT TO PREVENT EROSION AND TO PREPARE THE AREA FOR CAPPING.  AS YOU MAY BE AWARE, THERE
ARE STEEP SLOPES AT THE SITE THAT SHOW SOME EROSION.  BY FILLING IN THE SITE WITH SOME KIND OF



MATERIAL, WITH GARBAGE BEING ONE POSSIBILITY, THE AREA CAN BE MADE LEVEL.  THE PROBLEMS WITH
SUBSIDENCE AND SETTLING DUE TO THE INHOMOGENEOUS NATURE OF GARBAGE MAKE HIGHLY UNLIKELY THAT IT
WILL BE USED.

7. COMMENT:  AM I WRONG TO FEAR FOR THE FUTURE OF THIS COUNTRY AND THE WORLD IF CHEMICAL AND
NUCLEAR CONTAMINATION ISN'T STOPPED?  CAN WE CONTINUE TO CLEAN UP BEHIND INDUSTRY?

EPA RESPONSE:  WHILE EPA SHARES THIS CONCERN FOR CHEMICAL AND NUCLEAR CONTAMINATION, LAWS &
REGULATIONS HAVE BEEN ESTABLISHED TO CURB SUCH CONTAMINATION.  A MAJOR PROBLEM THAT REMAINS IS
WHEN THESE LAWS ARE NOT COMPLIED WITH BY POLLUTERS.  THAT IS WHERE THE PUBLIC CAN BE OF HELP, BY
CONTACTING THE LOCAL, STATE, OR FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IF THEY BELIEVE THERE ARE VIOLATIONS
OCCURRING.

AS FOR CLEANING UP BEHIND INDUSTRY, LAWS NOW REGULATE HOW AND WHERE INDUSTRIES DISPOSE OF
HAZARDOUS WASTES THEY GENERATE, AND ARE SET UP TO MAKE SURE THAT THESE WASTES WILL NOT ENDANGER
THE PUBLIC.  ONCE AGAIN, THE MAJOR CONCERN IS WHEN THE LAWS ARE NOT ADHERED TO BY POLLUTERS.  IN
SUMMARY, THERE ARE REASONS BOTH FOR OPTIMISM AND FOR CONCERN.  PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAYS A
SIGNIFICANT ROLE IN BRINGING PROBLEMS TO LIGHT SO THAT ACTION CAN BE TAKEN.

                     REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION COMMENTS FROM PRPS

COMMENT ON HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA:  THE REPORT DOES NOT DISCUSS THE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF THE
HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA.  THE REPORT FAILS TO NOTE THAT GEORGIA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION
("EPD") DIRECTED THAT A SPECIALLY DESIGNED AREA BE CONSTRUCTED FOR THE DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS  
SUBSTANCES.  THE EPD SUPERVISED THE DESIGN AND APPROVED THE CONSTRUCTION OF THIS AREA.  THE EPD
REGULARLY INSPECTED THE AREA DURING ITS CONSTRUCTION AND ACCORDING TO WRITTEN MEMORANDA,
DETERMINED THAT THE AREA WAS CONSTRUCTED PROPERLY ACCORDING TO APPROVED SPECIFICATIONS. IN FACT,
DURING THE PERIOD IN WHICH THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA WAS OPERATED ALL DISPOSAL ACTIVITIES WERE
UNDERTAKEN WITH THE FULL KNOWLEDGE AND CONSENT OF THE EPD.

THE BOTTOM SURFACES OF THE TRENCHES IN THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA WERE LINED WITH AN IMPERVIOUS
CLAY LAYER OF AT LEAST FIVE FEET.  THE CONSTRUCTION OF THESE TRENCHES IS CRUCIAL TO AN
UNDERSTANDING AND EVALUATION OF THE ULTIMATE POTENTIAL FOR LEACHING FROM THE AREA.  IT DOES NOT
APPEAR THAT THE EPA PROPERLY CONSIDERED THE PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THESE TRENCHES.

THE REPORT INDICATES THAT THE EPA CONDUCTED SEVERAL ANGLED BORINGS UNDER THE HAZARDOUS WASTE
AREA.  IT IS NOT CLEAR FROM THE REPORT HOW THE LOCATIONS FOR THESE BORINGS WERE SELECTED, AND
WHETHER THEY WERE DESIGNED TO GIVE MAXIMUM INFORMATION CONCERNING LEACHING FROM THE AREA.  
FURTHER, IT IS NOT EVIDENT THAT THE EPA HAS TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT ALL OF THE AVAILABLE INFORMATION
CONCERNING THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA IN DETERMINING THESE LOCATIONS, INCLUDING THE GRADE OF THE
TRENCHES AND THE MOST LIKELY SOURCE OF LEACHATE.

EPA RESPONSE:  WHILE THE PRP INDICATES THAT THE TRENCHES IN THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA ARE CLAY
LINED, THE PRP HAS YET TO PROVIDE DOCUMENTATION THAT CONCLUSIVELY INDICATES HOW THE HAZARDOUS
WASTE AREA WAS CONSTRUCTED.  EPA DOES NOT ARGUE THAT THE SITE WAS CONSTRUCTED IN A MANNER THAT
WAS CONSIDERED ACCEPTABLE AT THE TIME, BUT IS MORE CONCERNED THAT SUCH CLOSURE METHODOLOGIES
WOULD BE INADEQUATE BY TODAY'S STANDARDS.

ALTHOUGH THE REPORT DOES NOT INDICATE HOW THE ANGLED BORINGS WERE DRILLED OR SELECTED, EPA DID
EXAMINE LOCATIONS AND DRILLING METHODOLOGIES BEFORE SELECTING THE APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS AND
TECHNIQUES. THE BORINGS WERE LOCATED IN SUCH A MANNER THAT THEY WOULD COLLECT ANY CONTAMINANTS
THAT WERE LEACHING DOWN INTO THE SOIL FROM THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA.

COMMENT ON CAPPING:  THE REPORT SHOWS A CLEAR PREFERENCE BY THE EPA THAT CAPPING OF THE SITE BE



THE FOCUS OF REMEDIAL ACTIONS AT THE SITE. UNLIKE THE "NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE", EPA FAILS TO
ADDRESS THE NEGATIVE ASPECTS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE. FIRST, A SIGNIFICANT AMOUNT OF SITE
PREPARATION WOULD BE REQUIRED, SUCH AS RE-GRADING AND BACKFILLING PRIOR TO CAPPING THE SITE. 
SECOND, BECAUSE OF THE ORIGINAL CONSTRUCTION AND USE OF THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL, A SIGNIFICANT
DIFFERENTIAL SETTLEMENT PROBLEM EXISTS AT THE SITE.  THEREFORE, EXTENSIVE STUDY AND DESIGN WOULD
BE REQUIRED PRIOR TO THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE CAP.  THIRD, THE POTENTIAL FOR THE BUILD-UP OF
METHANE GAS WOULD HAVE TO BE ADDRESSED AND SOPHISTICATED VENTING PROCEDURES WOULD HAVE TO BE
DESIGNED AND IMPLEMENTED.

WE NOTE THAT THE REPORT ONLY CONSIDERED A MULTI-LAYER CAP WHICH IS DESIGNED IN ACCORDANCE WITH
THE APPLICABLE RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT ("RCRA") REGULATIONS.  THE REPORT DID NOT
CONSIDER ALTERNATE SURFACE ACTIONS, SUCH AS GRADING AND DRAINAGE CONTROL, WHICH WOULD ACHIEVE
THE PURPOSE OF THE RCRA-TYPE CAP AT A SUBSTANTIAL SAVINGS IN COST.

FINALLY, WE NOTE THAT THE JUSTIFICATION FOR CAPPING THE SITE APPEARS TO BE THE CONCERN THAT THE
HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA WILL LEACH EVENTUALLY AND THAT CONTAMINANTS FOUND IN THE LANDFILL WILL MOVE
INTO THE GROUNDWATER. HOWEVER, AS NOTED EARLIER, THESE ASSUMPTIONS ARE BASED ON DATA THAT IS,  
BY THE EPA'S OWN ACKNOWLEDGEMENT, INCONCLUSIVE.

EPA RESPONSE:  EPA'S PREFERENCE FOR CAPPING THE SITE IS BASED ON THE CONCERN THAT BOTH THE
HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA AND MUNICIPAL LANDFILL AREA ARE SOURCES OF THE CONTAMINATION OBSERVED IN
THE GROUNDWATER, AND IT IS OUR POLICY NOT TO PERMIT THE DEGRADATION OF A POTENTIAL DRINKING
WATER SOURCE.  WE DO NOT BELIEVE THAT THIS CONCERN CAN BE ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED BY THE MINIMAL
ACTION OUTLINED IN THE "NO ACTION" ALTERNATIVE, OR BY ANY ACTION THAT DOES NOT COMPARE WITH THE
PERFORMANCE OF A CAP.

SOME OF THE NEGATIVE ASPECTS OF CAPPING ARE PRESENTED IN SECTION #13 OF THE RI/FS.  THIS
INDICATES THAT WE ARE AWARE OF THE PROBLEMS MENTIONED BY THE PRP THAT ARE ASSOCIATED WITH THE
RCRA TYPE "C" CAP.  OTHER CAPPING METHODOLOGIES ARE CURRENTLY UNDER CONSIDERATION.

COMMENT ON GROUNDWATER:  OF THE FIVE INDICATOR CONTAMINANTS DETECTED IN THE MONITORING WELLS
ON-SITE, ONLY ONE, LINDANE, IS NORMALLY ASSOCIATED WITH PESTICIDE-TYPE WASTES.  VINYL CHLORIDE,
1,2-DICHLOROETHANE, LEAD AND CHROMIUM ARE NOT GENERALLY ASSOCIATED WITH PESTICIDES.  THE  
EXISTENCE OF THESE COMPOUNDS SUPPORTS THE VIEW EXPRESSED ABOVE THAT THE SEARCH FOR POTENTIALLY
RESPONSIBLE PARTIES SHOULD CONTINUE UNABATED.

THE REPORT INDICATED THAT CONCENTRATIONS OF LEAD AND CHROMIUM IN EXCESS OF DRINKING WATER
STANDARDS WERE FOUND ONLY IN CERTAIN SHALLOW MONITORING WELLS.  FURTHER, THESE WELLS WERE ALL
CONSTRUCTED OF GALVANIZED STEEL.  THE EPA ACKNOWLEDGES THAT IT IS NOT UNCOMMON FOR THESE
COMPOUNDS TO BE PRESENT AS A RESULT OF CORROSION OF WELLS OF THIS TYPE.  IN LIGHT OF THE FACT
THAT LEAD AND CHROMIUM WERE DETECTED IN SIGNIFICANT CONCENTRATIONS ONLY IN THESE GALVANIZED
WELLS, THE RESULTS SHOULD BE DEEMED SUSPECT AND DISCARDED.

FINALLY, WE NOTE THAT SAMPLING OF THE OFF-SITE PRIVATE WELLS REVEALED ONLY TRACES OF
CONTAMINATION, IN EACH CASE WELL BELOW THE DRINKING WATER STANDARD FOR THE RESPECTIVE
CONTAMINANT.  WE NOTE THAT THE HIGHEST CONCENTRATION FOUND BY THE EPA DURING THE RI/FS WAS .78
UG/L OF GAMMA BHC (LINDANE), FAR BELOW THE DRINKING WATER STANDARD OF 4 UG/L.

EPA RESPONSE:  SINCE CANADYNE GEORGIA AGREES WITH EPA THAT THE LEAD AND CHROMIUM VALUES ARE A
PROBABLE RESULT OF THE WELL CONSTRUCTION, THERE IS NO NEED TO SEEK OUT PRPS ASSOCIATED WITH
THESE COMPOUNDS.  VINYL CHLORIDE IS A WIDELY USED COMPOUND THAT COULD COME FROM ANY ONE OF A 
NUMBER OF SOURCES:  PLASTIC PACKAGING, RESINS, PVC MATERIALS SUCH AS PIPES, AND PROPELLANTS IN
AEROSOL SPRAYS.  A NUMBER OF THESE MATERIALS ARE QUITE COMMON IN MUNICIPAL LANDFILLS. 
SIMILARLY, 1,2-DICHLOROETHANE IS A WIDELY USED COMPOUND, MAINLY IN THE MANUFACTURE OF A VARIETY



OF PRODUCTS AND AS A SOLVENT.  IT IS USED IN EXTRACTING AGENTS, DRY-CLEANING FLUIDS, GASOLINES,
WATER SOFTENING, AND PHOTOGRAPHY, TO NAME A FEW.  SUCH WIDELY USED COMPOUNDS AS THESE TWO WOULD
BE DIFFICULT, IF NOT IMPOSSIBLE, TO ASSOCIATE WITH A SPECIFIC MANUFACTURER WITHOUT ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION.

WHILE THE LEVELS OF LINDANE IN OFF-SITE WELLS ARE BELOW DRINKING STANDARDS, IT DOES VERIFY THAT
THERE IS A RELEASE OF PESTICIDES INTO THE GROUNDWATER.  ALSO, HISTORIC SAMPLING HAS SHOWN LEVELS
AS HIGH AS 1.2 UG/L, NOT THE .78 UG/L MENTIONED BY THE PRP.  IT IS THE POTENTIAL THREAT POSED BY
THESE COMPOUNDS THAT PROVIDES THE AGENCY REASON FOR CONCERN.

                               FEASIBILITY STUDY

COMMENT ON NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE:  THROUGHOUT THE REPORT, THE EPA STATES THAT THE "NO-ACTION
ALTERNATIVE" WAS CONSIDERED ONLY BECAUSE ITS CONSIDERATION IS REQUIRED BY THE NATIONAL
CONTINGENCY PLAN.  IN FACT, IT DOES NOT APPEAR THAT THE EPA ACTUALLY CONSIDERED A NO-ACTION
ALTERNATIVE ON ITS MERITS.  THIS IS ILLUSTRATED BY THE FACT IN ITS DISCUSSION OF THIS
ALTERNATIVE, THE EPA NOTED THE FOLLOWING SO-CALLED "POTENTIAL IMPACTS" WHICH MIGHT RESULT FROM
THIS ALTERNATIVE:

        A. OCCUPATIONAL OR PUBLIC EXPOSURE

        B. DECLINE IN PROPERTY VALUES

        C. EXPENDITURE FOR LEGAL SERVICES

        D. DEPRESSED AREA GROWTH

        E. EXPENDITURE FOR LABORATORY ANALYSES AND MONITORING

        F. RESTRICTED ACCESS TO THE SITE

        G. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS.

WHILE THESE ARE LABELED "POTENTIAL IMPACTS," THEY ARE ALL IN FACT WHAT THE EPA CONSIDERS TO BE
POTENTIALLY ADVERSE EFFECTS OF IMPLEMENTING THIS ALTERNATIVE.  BY PRESENTING ONLY THE ADVERSE
EFFECTS OF THE NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE, THE REPORT SUGGESTS THAT THERE IS NO VIRTUE WHATSOEVER IN  
SERIOUSLY CONSIDERING THIS ALTERNATIVE.

FURTHER, THE LISTING OF THESE "IMPACTS" IN THE DISCUSSION OF THE NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE SUGGESTS
THAT THESE POTENTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS ARE NOT PRESENT UNDER THE OTHER REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES WHICH
WERE CONSIDERED. IN FACT, EACH OF THESE "IMPACTS" WOULD BE PRESENT UNDER ANY ALTERNATIVE
SELECTED.  NEVERTHELESS, NONE OF THESE EFFECTS ARE LISTED IN THE DISCUSSIONS OF THE
ALTERNATIVES.  IT APPEARS FROM THE FOREGOING THAT WHILE THE EPA STATES THAT IT "CONSIDERED" THE
NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE, IN FACT THE EPA DID NOT ACCORD THAT ALTERNATIVE THE WEIGHT GIVEN TO THE  
ALTERNATIVES ACTUALLY CONSIDERED.

EPA RESPONSE:  THE "NO ACTION" ALTERNATIVE INCREASES THE RISK TO THE PUBLIC TO UNACCEPTABLE
LEVELS, AND ALLOWS THE CONTINUED CONTAMINATION OF A POTENTIAL SOURCE OF DRINKING WATER.  THESE
FACTORS MAKES THIS ALTERNATIVE UNACCEPTABLE.

IT IS AGREED THAT SOME OF THE "POTENTIAL IMPACTS" WOULD EXIST FOR OTHER ALTERNATIVES.  THE
REPORT DOES DISCUSS AND ELIMINATE, IN SECTION 9, UNACCEPTABLE ALTERNATIVES.  AFTER THAT SECTION,
THE REPORT THEN MORE CLOSELY EXAMINES THE "PROS" AND "CONS" OF THE REMAINING REMEDIAL  
ALTERNATIVES.



COMMENT ON THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL:  THROUGHOUT THE REPORT, IT IS SUGGESTED THAT PESTICIDES AND
"RELATED INDUSTRIAL WASTES" WERE DISPOSED OF IN THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL AREA.  WHILE THE REPORT
CLEARLY IDENTIFIES "PESTICIDES", NO EFFORT HAS BEEN MADE TO IDENTIFY "RELATED INDUSTRIAL
WASTES," AS WELL AS THE PROBABLE GENERATORS OF THESE WASTES.  AN ATTEMPT TO IDENTIFY THE NATURE
OF THE "RELATED INDUSTRIAL WASTES" WOULD UNDOUBTEDLY AID IN THE DETERMINATION OF ADDITIONAL
POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES WITH RESPECT TO THE POWERSVILLE SITE.

AS INDICATED IN THE PREVIOUS SUBSECTION, THE EPD REGULARLY VISITED THE POWERSVILLE SITE AND
INSPECTED ITS OPERATIONS.  TO THE EXTENT THAT THE EPD BECAME AWARE OF DISPOSAL PRACTICES AT THE
SITE DURING THIS PERIOD, EPD PERSONNEL WOULD BE AN INVALUABLE RESOURCE IN HELPING TO IDENTIFY  
ADDITIONAL POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES.

WE UNDERSTAND THAT WITH RESPECT TO PREVIOUS NPL SITES, THE EPA HAS RETAINED A PROFESSIONAL
SEARCH FIRM TO HELP IDENTIFY POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES.  WE ALSO UNDERSTAND THAT IN THIS
CASE THIS COURSE OF ACTION WAS NOT FOLLOWED.  THIS RAISES THE QUESTION AS TO WHETHER THE EPA
SHOULD HAVE EMPLOYED SUCH A FIRM IN ORDER TO IDENTIFY ALL POSSIBLE POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE
PARTIES.

EPA RESPONSE:  "RELATED INDUSTRIAL WASTES" ARE MENTIONED IN THE REPORT AND, TO THE EXTENT
POSSIBLE, EPA HAS SOUGHT OUT PRPS ASSOCIATED WITH THESE WASTES.  EPA HAS REQUESTED PRP
INFORMATION FROM PEACH COUNTY, WHICH OPERATED THE LANDFILL, AND THE CITIES OF FORT VALLEY AND
BYRON. THESE PARTIES EITHER OPERATED THE LANDFILL OR WERE MAJOR CONTRIBUTORS AND ARE THE BEST
SOURCES OF INFORMATION REGARDING ADDITIONAL PRPS. THEIR RESPONSES HAVE PROVIDED NO INFORMATION
THAT WOULD PROVIDE ADDITIONAL PRPS.  EPD HAS WORKED WITH EPA ON THIS SITE, AND THE INFORMATION
PROVIDED BY THEM HAS NOT HELPED TO LOCATE ADDITIONAL PRPS.

IT IS EPA'S OPTION TO EMPLOY THE SERVICES OF A PROFESSIONAL SEARCH FIRM TO HELP IDENTIFY PRPS. 
IN THE CASE OF THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE, EPA BELIEVES THAT THE COST OF SUCH A FIRM WOULD
NOT BE JUSTIFIABLE AS THE PARTIES KNOWLEDGEABLE ABOUT THE SITE HAD ALREADY BEEN CONTACTED AND 
HAD PROVIDED THE INFORMATION AVAILABLE TO THEM.

                             ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT

THE ULTIMATE CONCLUSION OF THE EPA THAT A THREAT OF OFF-SITE CONTAMINATION EXISTS AT THE SITE IS
BASED IN LARGE PART ON THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT CONTAINED IN APPENDIX "C" OF THE REPORT.  
HOWEVER, IT IS NOT CLEAR WHETHER THIS IS A PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT, AS IS SUGGESTED IN THE
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY SECTION OF THE REPORT, OR A FINAL ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT.  WE BELIEVE THAT
ANY CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDED REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES SHOULD BE BASED ON A FINAL ENDANGERMENT
ASSESSMENT.

WE ARE PRIMARILY CONCERNED WITH THE ASSUMPTION MADE AS TO THE CURRENT-USE AND FUTURE-USE
SCENARIO AT THE SITE, AND THE DEPENDENCE OF THESE MODELS IN EVALUATING AND SELECTING A REMEDY. 
UNDER EPA'S CURRENT-USE SCENARIO, ONLY GROUNDWATER AND SOIL ARE CONSIDERED TO BE SIGNIFICANT
EXPOSURE PATHWAYS.  THE OFF-SITE EXPOSURE POINT FOR GROUNDWATER EVALUATED IS THE LIZZIE CHAPEL
WELL.  ALTHOUGH CONCENTRATIONS OF LINDANE IN THIS WELL ARE LESS THAN 25 PERCENT OF CURRENT
DRINKING WATER STANDARDS, THE REPORT SUGGESTS THAT UNDER A "PLAUSIBLE MAXIMUM CASE" LINDANE
WOULD EXCEED THE SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT MAXIMUM CONCENTRATION LEVEL GOALS ("MCLG") OF .2 UG/L. 
WE NOTE THAT THE USE OF MCLG'S DO NOT REPRESENT ANY EXISTING STANDARD.  FURTHER, WE POINT OUT
THAT THE EPA ITSELF IS NOT IN FAVOR OF USING THESE MCLG'S AS GROUNDWATER STANDARDS.

AS TO POTENTIAL SOIL EXPOSURE, WE NOTE THAT THE CURRENT-USE SCENARIO IS BASED ON ASSUMPTIONS
REGARDING THE INGESTION RATES FOR CHILDREN OF CERTAIN AGES.  WE NOTE THAT THE "MAXIMUM PLAUSIBLE
CASE" UNDER THIS SCENARIO WOULD RESULT IN THE INGESTION BY EACH CHILD OF 130 LITERS OF SOIL OVER
A 5-YEAR PERIOD.  EVEN IF SUCH A SCENARIO IS INDEED "PLAUSIBLE", THE FACT IS THAT THE SURFACE



SOILS DO NOT CURRENTLY POSE A SIGNIFICANT HEALTH RISK.  AS THE REPORT STATES, ONLY A MARGINAL
RISK IS ASSOCIATED WITH LONG-TERM CONTACT WITH SOIL, AND NO RISK IS ASSOCIATED WITH SHORT-TERM
CONTACT.  FURTHER, EVEN IF A RISK WERE PRESENT, VARIOUS COST EFFECTIVE MEASURES, ALREADY
INCLUDED IN THE NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE, COULD BE TAKEN TO SATISFACTORILY ADDRESS ANY SUCH RISKS.

AS TO THE FUTURE-USE SCENARIO, WE NOTE THAT THE EPA PROJECTS THAT CERTAIN PARAMETERS WILL EXCEED
MCGLS IN OFF-SITE WELLS IN THE FUTURE. IN ADDITION TO OUR RESERVATIONS CONCERNING THE MCGLS, WE
FIND NO SUPPORT FOR THE ASSERTION THAT THESE PARAMETERS WILL EXCEED SUCH LEVELS.  THE  
ASSUMPTIONS MADE CONCERNING THE POTENTIAL FOR LEACHING INTO THE GROUNDWATER OR THE RATES OF FLOW
FROM THE LANDFILL SITE DO NOT TAKE INTO ACCOUNT THE ACTUAL CONSTRUCTION OF THE SITE.  FURTHER,
THE ASSUMPTIONS CONCERNING GROUNDWATER FLOW DO NOT CONSIDER THE FACT THAT, WHILE NO CONTINUOUS
CLAY LAYER WAS OBSERVED, A SERIES OF CLAY LENSES AND OVERLAPPING CONFINING STRUCTURES APPEARS TO
BE PRESENT WHICH WOULD RETARD THE MOVEMENT OF CONTAMINATED WATER INTO POTENTIAL RECEPTORS.  BY 
THE EPA'S OWN ACKNOWLEDGEMENT, THE MODEL USED IN ASSESSING THE FUTURE-USE SCENARIO ACTUALLY
OVERESTIMATES THE ACTUAL CONCENTRATIONS WHICH WOULD BE EXPECTED OVER TIME.

WITH RESPECT TO SOILS, THE FUTURE-USE SCENARIO ASSUMES ON-SITE DEVELOPMENT OF HOMES OR OTHER
BUILDINGS, THE INSTALLATION OF DRINKING WATER WELLS ONSITE AND EXPOSURE OF CONSTRUCTION WORKERS
AND OTHERS TO THE ON-SITE SOILS.  IN REALITY, ANY SUCH DEVELOPMENT ON-SITE IS VIRTUALLY
PRECLUDED.  AS WAS ACKNOWLEDGED BY THE EPA AT THE AUGUST 4, 1987, PUBLIC MEETING AT FORT VALLEY,
GEORGIA, DEED RESTRICTIONS WOULD PRECLUDE ANY SUCH DEVELOPMENT.  WE QUESTION THE USE OF THIS
SCENARIO IN EVALUATING THE RISK OF EXPOSURE OR THE REMEDY TO BE IMPLEMENTED WHEN THE 
ASSUMPTIONS UNDERLYING THE SCENARIO ARE IMPLAUSIBLE.

THROUGHOUT THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT, THE EPA ACKNOWLEDGES THAT CONCENTRATION LEVELS AND
EXPOSURE POTENTIAL IS OVERESTIMATED, BUT WERE ADEQUATE FOR PURPOSES OF A "PRELIMINARY
ASSESSMENT.".  IT IS OUR BELIEF THAT THE EVALUATION OF THE ACTUAL RISK POSED BY THE POWERSVILLE
SITE, AND THE SELECTION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF A REMEDY, MUST BE BASED NOT ON A PRELIMINARY RISK
ASSESSMENT BUT ON A FINAL RISK ASSESSMENT.

BASED ON OUR REVIEW OF THE REPORT, WE CONCLUDE THAT NO GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION CURRENTLY
EXISTS OFF-SITE.  FURTHER, BECAUSE OF FACTS KNOWN BY US AND THE EPD AS TO THE CONSTRUCTION OF
THE HAZARDOUS WASTE LANDFILL, AND THE INCONCLUSIVE NATURE OF THE GROUNDWATER RESULTS REPORTED,
WE BELIEVE THE RISK OF GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION OFF-SITE IN THE FORESEEABLE FUTURE IS LOW. 
HOWEVER, EVEN IF A FUTURE THREAT OF OFF-SITE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION EXISTS, WE BELIEVE THAT
THIS THREAT CAN BE ADDRESSED BY CONTINUOUS, OPEN-ENDED GROUNDWATER MONITORING, AS WOULD BE
CONTEMPLATED BY A NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE.

WITH REGARD TO SOILS, NO REALISTIC PRESENT CONTAMINATION OR FUTURE THREAT OF CONTAMINATION
EXISTS AT THE SITE.  FURTHER, EVEN IF SUCH RISKS WERE PRESENT, THE FENCING AND POSTING OF SIGNS
CONTEMPLATED BY A NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE WOULD ELIMINATE ANY PRACTICAL RISK OF EXPOSURE. WE FEEL
THAT SUCH ACTIONS WOULD BE ADEQUATE AND COST EFFECTIVE IN LIGHT OF THE OBSERVED RISK OR THREAT
OF FUTURE RISKS.

WHILE WE DO NOT BELIEVE THAT A SIGNIFICANT RISK OF OFF-SITE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION EXISTS, WE
ACKNOWLEDGE AND ARE SENSITIVE TO THE CONCERNS OF THE LOCAL RESIDENTS REGARDING THEIR DRINKING
WATER SUPPLIES.  WE RECOGNIZE THAT WHILE NO DANGER IS PRESENTED TO THESE RESIDENTS, THE
PERCEPTION BY THESE RESIDENTS THAT A DANGER EXISTS AND THE ANXIETIES ATTENDANT TO SUCH A
PERCEPTION CONSTITUTE A PUBLIC HEALTH ISSUE WHICH SHOULD BE ADDRESSED.  THEREFORE, IN ADDITION
TO ENDORSING A NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE WITH RESPECT TO THE POWERSVILLE SITE, WE SUPPORT THE  
INVESTIGATIONS CURRENTLY BEING CONDUCTED REGARDING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF AN ALTERNATE DRINKING
WATER SUPPLY FOR THESE RESIDENTS.  WE HOPE THAT ALL POSSIBLE ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SOURCES
WOULD BE INVESTIGATED, SO THAT ONE MAY BE SELECTED WHICH BOTH MEETS THE NEEDS OF THE LOCAL  
RESIDENTS AND CAN BE IMPLEMENTED AND MAINTAINED IN AS EFFICIENT AND COST-EFFECTIVE A MANNER AS



POSSIBLE.

EPA RESPONSE:  THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT IS A FINAL DOCUMENT.  THE WORD "PRELIMINARY" IN THE
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY IS AN ERROR THAT WAS NOT DISCOVERED DURING EDITORIAL REVIEW.  AS NOTED BY THE
COMMENTOR, MCLGS ARE USED IN THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT.  PLEASE BE AWARE THAT MCLS ARE INDEED
THE PARAMETERS PREFERRED BY THE AGENCY, AND THAT THE MCLGS ARE INCLUDED FOR INFORMATIONAL
PURPOSES ONLY.  WHILE MCLS PLAY AN IMPORTANT ROLE, MANY OTHER FACTORS CONTRIBUTE TO THE FINAL
DECISION MADE BY THE AGENCY, AND EACH NPL SITE IS DECIDED ON ITS OWN MERIT.  AT THE POWERSVILLE
LANDFILL IT IS CLEAR THAT THERE IS A RELEASE INTO THE GROUNDWATER OF HAZARDOUS COMPOUNDS.  THERE
IS NO ASSURANCE THAT THE RELEASE WILL NOT WORSEN OVER TIME.  EPA THUS BELIEVES THERE IS A 
POTENTIAL FOR ENDANGERMENT OF THE PUBLIC HEALTH, THEREFORE ACTION SHOULD BE TAKEN TO REDUCE, IF
NOT COMPLETELY ELIMINATE, THAT POTENTIAL.

FUTURE USE, AS INDICATED ABOVE, IS A MAJOR CONCERN FOR THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL.  CANADYNE
GEORGIA HAS YET TO PROVIDE DOCUMENTATION THAT CONFIRMS THE ACTUAL FINAL CONSTRUCTION OF THE
HAZARDOUS WASTE SITE.  THE STATEMENT THAT THERE ARE OVERLAPPING CONFINING STRUCTURES IS NOT ONE  
THAT EPA AGREES WITH OR THAT AVAILABLE INFORMATION COULD SUPPORT.  ANY SUCH INFERENCES TO THE
CONTRARY MADE IN THE RI/FS REPORT WILL BE REVISED AS MAY BE NECESSARY.  THE CROSS SECTIONS
PROVIDED IN SECTION 5 OF THE RI/FS SUPPORT EPA'S CONCERN THAT:

        - NO CONTINUOUS AQUICLUDE CAN BE CONSIDERED TO EXIST, AND

        - IN THE PROVIDENCE AND GOSPORT UNITS, HYDRAULIC INTERCONNECTIONS ARE LIKELY TO EXIST,
          THUS PROVIDING A PATHWAY FOR MIGRATIONS OF LEACHATE INTO THE GROUNDWATER.

THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT, WHICH IS A FINAL DOCUMENT, IS VALID IN DISCUSSING THE ON-SITE
DEVELOPMENT OF HOMES IN THE CURRENT AND FUTURE USE SCENARIOS, AS IT EVALUATES A COMPLETE NO
ACTION SITUATION, AS STATED ON PAGE 11 OF THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT.  IT APPEARS THAT THE NO  
ACTION ALTERNATIVE INDICATED EARLIER IN THE REPORT, WHERE DEED RESTRICTIONS ARE MENTIONED, IS
BEING CONFUSED WITH A NO-ACTION SITUATION, WHERE ABSOLUTELY NO REMEDIAL STEPS ARE TAKEN.  DEED  
RESTRICTIONS WERE MENTIONED AT THE AUGUST 4, 1987 MEETING, BUT NOT IN THE CONTEXT OF A RISK
ASSESSMENT AND SUCH RESTRICTIONS ARE NOT IN PLACE AT THIS TIME.  RISK EXPOSURE IS BASED ON THE
PRESENT STATUS OF THE SITE AND ON FUTURE SITUATIONS, WHERE NO ACTION IS TAKEN.

EPA APPRECIATES THAT THE PRP AGREES THAT CONTINUOUS MONITORING SHOULD BE CARRIED OUT AT THE
SITE.  THE PRP STATES THAT THERE IS NO GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION OCCURRING OFF-SITE, BUT WE
BELIEVE THAT DATA FROM THE GROUNDWATER MONITORING CARRIED OUT DURING THE RI/FS DOES CONFIRM
LIMITED OFF-SITE CONTAMINATION.

THE FOLLOWING COMMENTS FROM THE PRP REFER TO THE JULY 23, 1987 DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/
FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE ES-1, THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE IS REFERRED TO AS A CLASS 3 SITE.  WHAT
DOES THIS CLASSIFICATION MEAN AND WHAT IS THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THIS CLASSIFICATION?

EPA RESPONSE:  THE CLASS 3 DESIGNATION IS NOT RELEVANT TO THE SUMMARY PRESENTED AND WILL BE
DELETED.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE ES-3, THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT IS REFERRED TO AS "PRELIMINARY".  HOWEVER,
THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT (APPENDIX C) TO THE RI/FS DOCUMENT DOES NOT INDICATE THAT IS
PRELIMINARY.  ARE THERE TWO VERSIONS OF THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT, AND WILL THE FINAL
ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT BE APPENDED TO THE FINAL REPORT?

EPA RESPONSE:  AS INDICATED PREVIOUSLY, THE WORD "PRELIMINARY" IS AN ERROR THAT WAS NOT FOUND



DURING EDITORIAL REVIEW.  THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT IS THE FINAL DOCUMENT.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE ES-1, THREE POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES (PRPS) WERE IDENTIFIED.  WHAT
EFFORTS WERE USED TO RESEARCH PRPS?  THE PRESENCE OF SUCH CONTAMINANTS AS VINYL CHLORIDE,
1,2-DICHLOROETHANE, LEAD AND CHROME IN SOIL AND GROUNDWATER SAMPLES AT THE SITE INDICATE THE
PRESENCE OF NONPESTICIDE RELATED HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  WERE ANY EFFORTS MADE TO CORRELATE THESE
WASTE TYPES WITH OTHER BUSINESSES THAT EXIST OR ONCE EXISTED IN PEACH COUNTY?  DID EPA RETAIN A
PROFESSIONAL SEARCH FIRM TO IDENTIFY PRPS AS IT HAS FOR OTHER SITES?

EPA RESPONSE:  THIS QUESTION HAS BEEN ANSWERED IN A PREVIOUS PORTION OF THIS SUMMARY.  A
PROFESSIONAL SEARCH FIRM WAS NOT REQUIRED AND THUS NOT USED FOR THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE.

COMMENT:  THE RI/FS SHOULD INCLUDE A QUALITY ASSURANCE (QA) PROJECT PLAN IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
DECEMBER 29, 1980 INTERIM GUIDANCE FROM EPA. THIS REQUIREMENT INCLUDES A FINAL QA REPORT.  THE
REPORT DOES NOT DISCUSS QUALITY CONTROL OVER SUCH ACTIVITIES AS SOIL BORINGS, PARTICULARLY THE
148 FOOT, 45 DEGREE ANGLED BORING UNDER THE HAZARDOUS WASTE (HW) AREA, LABORATORY QA ACTIVITIES,
AND FIELD SAMPLING ACTIVITIES.  WILL THE QA PROJECT PLAN AND FINAL QA REPORTS BE MADE PART OF
THE APPENDIX IN THE FINAL REPORT?

EPA RESPONSE:  THE QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN IS IN THE RECORDS AT OUR OFFICE AND AT THE
PUBLIC REPOSITORY FOR PUBLIC REVIEW.  IT IS PART OF THE RI/FS BUT WILL NOT BE INCLUDED AS PART
OF THIS PARTICULAR REPORT.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE 1-1, THE REPORT STATES THAT EPA NOTIFIED PEACH COUNTY OF THE UNACCEPTABILITY
OF THE LANDFILL FACILITY FOR SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL.  WAS IT THE EPA OR THE GEORGIA EPD WHICH IN
FACT MADE THIS DETERMINATION.  SHOULDN'T THE REPORT INDICATE THAT THE GEORGIA EPD ALLOWED THE
SITE TO OPERATE FROM 1972 UNTIL 1979 BEFORE MAKING THIS DETERMINATION?

EPA RESPONSE:  THE REPORT SHOULD STATE THAT EPD NOTIFIED PEACH COUNTY. IT IS ALREADY CLEAR THAT
THE SITE WAS ALLOWED TO OPERATE UNTIL 1979.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE 1-1, THE REPORT INDICATES THAT GEORGIA EPD OFFICIALS OBSERVED THE DUMPING OF
PESTICIDES BY THE WOOLFOLK CHEMICAL COMPANY. THIS OBSERVATION IS NOT DOCUMENTED IN THE APPENDIX
TO THE REPORT.  WILL THIS OBSERVATION BE DOCUMENTED AND DETAILED IN THE FINAL REPORT?

EPA COMMENT:  NO.  THOSE PICTURE AND ASSOCIATED DOCUMENTS ARE IN EPD AND EPA FILES AND AVAILABLE
FOR REVIEW.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE 1-6, TABLE 1-1 INDICATES THAT THE USGS CONDUCTED A SURVEY OF ALL WELLS WITHIN
1 MILE RADIUS OF THE SITE.  THE RESULTS OF THIS SURVEY WERE NEITHER DISCUSSED NOR INCLUDED IN
THE REPORT.  WILL THIS DATA BE ATTACHED AS AN APPENDIX ITEM IN THE FINAL REPORT?

EPA RESPONSE:  NO.  THE SURVEY IS IN THE FILES AT EPA AND THE PUBLIC REPOSITORY AND AVAILABLE
FOR REVIEW.

COMMENT:  ON PAGES 1-9 AND 1-10, THE REPORT CONCLUDES THAT THE HW AREA WAS CONSTRUCTED IN
UNDISTURBED SOIL AND THE DISPOSAL TRENCHES WERE NOT LINED.  A LETTER FROM THE GEORGIA EPD TO THE
PEACH COUNTY COMMISSION, DATED DECEMBER 29, 1972, SPECIFIED THAT THE TRENCHES IN THE HW AREA BE  
LINED WITH 3 FEET OF CLAY.  SUBSEQUENT EPD MEMORANDA, DATED APRIL 13, 1973, AND JULY 26, 1973,
INDICATE THAT THE TRENCHES WERE LINED WITH CLAY AS SPECIFIED AND THE SITE WAS "CONSTRUCTED
PROPERLY" AND WAS BEING "OPERATED SATISFACTORILY.".  DID THE EPA CONSIDER THESE MEMORANDA AND  
TAKE INTO ACCOUNT THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE TRENCHES?

EPA RESPONSE:  EPA HAS GIVEN FULL CONSIDERATION TO THE ISSUES MENTIONED ABOVE, BUT THERE IS



STILL A CONCERN AS TO WHETHER OR NOT THE SITE WAS ACTUALLY CONSTRUCTED AS INDICATED.  FOR
EXAMPLE, WHAT DOES "LINED WITH CLAY" REALLY INDICATE?  WAS COMPACTED LOW PERMEABILITY CLAY PUT
ON THE BOTTOM AND SIDE WALLS OF THE TRENCHES, OR WERE THE TRENCHES DUG DOWN TO A DEPTH WHERE A
CLAY BED OF UNESTABLISHED PERMEABILITY WAS LOCATED?  IN ADDITION, EVEN A COMPACTED, LOW
PERMEABILITY CLAY DOES NOT GUARANTEE THE INTEGRITY OF THE SITE.  WHILE THE SITE WAS CONSTRUCTED
ON STANDARD PRACTICES OF THE TIME, SUCH PRACTICES OFTEN ARE INSUFFICIENT BY TODAY'S STANDARDS.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE 5-6, THE REPORT DISCUSSES THE TWO 45 DEGREE BORINGS UNDER THE HW AREA.  WAS
THE TRENCH SLOPE DESIGN AND TRENCH CONSTRUCTION CONSIDERED BY THE EPA WHEN SELECTING THE BORING
LOCATIONS?

EPA RESPONSE:  YES, TO THE DEGREE THAT THE AVAILABLE INFORMATION ALLOWED.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE 5-8, THE REPORT CONCLUDES THAT THE HW AREA WILL EVENTUALLY LEACH UNLESS
REMEDIAL ACTIVITY IS INITIATED.  THIS GENERALIZED COMMENT CAN BE MADE ABOUT ANY SITE, INCLUDING
THOSE THAT HAVE BEEN REMEDIATED. IN THIS CONTEXT, THE STATEMENT DOES NOT AID IN AN UNDERSTANDING
OF THE CONDITION OF THE SITE.  THIS STATEMENT SHOULD BE REMOVED OR CLARIFIED.

EPA RESPONSE:  WE DISAGREE WITH THE COMMENTOR, AND THE STATEMENT WILL REMAIN IN THE REPORT. 
REMEDIATED SITES TAKE STEPS TO REDUCE OR ELIMINATE LEACHING.  FOR EXAMPLE, REMEDIAL ACTIVITIES
THAT INCORPORATE INCINERATION CAN DESTROY AND THUS EFFECTIVELY REMOVE THE LEACHABLE HAZARDOUS
WASTES.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE 5-8, THE REPORT REFERS TO THE FACT THAT PHOTOGRAPHS TAKEN BY GEORGIA EPD
PERSONNEL CONFIRM PESTICIDE DISPOSAL IN AREA 3 OF THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL.  IT IS NOT CLEAR HOW
PHOTOGRAPHS CAN ACTUALLY CONFIRM THAT "PESTICIDES" WERE IN FACT DISPOSED OF AT THIS SITE?  WILL 
THESE PHOTOGRAPHS BE INCLUDED IN THE APPENDIX OF THE FINAL REPORT TO DOCUMENT THIS CONCLUSION?

EPA RESPONSE:  WE BELIEVE THAT THE PHOTOGRAPHS, COUPLED WITH INFORMATION IN EPA AND EPD FILES,
SUPPORT THE STATEMENT.  THE PHOTOGRAPHS ARE IN EPA RECORDS BUT WILL NOT BE INCLUDED IN THE
REPORT.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE 5-8, THE REPORT DESCRIBES THE CONCLUSIONS REACHED REGARDING THREE CONTAMINATED
AREAS OF THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL. CONSIDERING THE FACT THAT THE LANDFILL WAS UNCONTROLLED AND
OPEN TO ALL COUNTY CITIZENS AND BUSINESS, THE PLACEMENT OF ANY WASTES WOULD HAVE BEEN HAPHAZARD
AT BEST.  THE METHOD OF DELINEATING THE THREE CONTAMINATED AREAS IS UNCONVINCING AND
INCONCLUSIVE.  THE MANNER IN WHICH THESE CONCLUSIONS WERE REACHED SHOULD BE CLARIFIED.

EPA RESPONSE:  PLEASE NOTE THAT THE REPORT IDENTIFIES THESE THREE AREAS AS POTENTIAL CONTAMINANT
SOURCES.  BEARING THAT IN MIND, THE CONCLUSIONS REACHED AND THE METHODS USED TO REACH THOSE
CONCLUSIONS ARE ADEQUATE.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE 5-28, THE STUDY OF SATURATED SOILS BENEATH THE SITE CONCLUDES THAT THE
HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY IS BETWEEN 3.5-11 FEET PER DAY IN THE UPPER AQUIFER AND 5-7 FEET PER DAY
IN THE LOWER AQUIFER. ASSUMING THAT THIS WATER MOVEMENT CAPACITY OF THE SOILS IS CORRECT, HOW  
DOES THE REPORT RECONCILE THE FACT THAT NO UNACCEPTABLE LEVELS OF CONTAMINATION HAVE BEEN
MEASURED IN OFF SITE GROUNDWATER WELLS IN THE UPPER OR LOWER AQUIFERS?

EPA RESPONSE:  THE COMMENTOR DOES NOT ARGUE THE FACT THAT CONTAMINATION HAS BEEN OBSERVED
OFF-SITE AND THIS CONTAMINATION DOES INDICATE THAT SUCH WATER MIGRATION IS POSSIBLE.  PLEASE
NOTE THAT HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY DOES NOT, BY ITSELF, DETERMINE THE SPEED AT WHICH GROUNDWATER
TRAVELS.  THE OTHER MAJOR FACTOR THAT MUST BE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT IS THE HYDRAULIC GRADIENT (I),
WHICH IS BASICALLY THE "SLOPE" OF THE WATER TABLE.  THE FORMULA IS V = KI, WHERE V IS THE
SPECIFIC DISCHARGE, OR VELOCITY, AT WHICH THE GROUNDWATER MOVES.  THE LOW HYDRAULIC GRADIENT AT



THIS SITE WOULD KEEP SPECIFIC DISCHARGE LOW.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE 5-34, THE REPORT CONCLUDES THAT THE HIGHEST CONCENTRATIONS OF LEAD AND CHROME
WERE DISCOVERED IN THE OLDER, POSSIBLY DETERIORATING, GALVANIZED STEEL MONITORING WELLS.  THE
EPA RELIES ON THESE RESULTS TO CONCLUDE THAT SIGNIFICANT CONTAMINATION EXISTS IN THE UPPER
AQUIFER.  SINCE THE REPORT SUGGESTS THAT THIS DATA IS POSSIBLY INFLUENCED BY THE WELL
CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS, SHOULD NOT THIS DATA EITHER BE DISCARDED AND NOT CONSIDERED IN THE
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION PROCESS OR CONFIRMED BY ADDITIONAL FIELD INVESTIGATION AND WATER
QUALITY ANALYSIS?  WE NOTE THAT THESE WELLS CONTAIN THE ONLY EVIDENCE OF CONCENTRATIONS OF
CONTAMINANTS ABOVE DRINKING WATER STANDARDS ON OR OFF SITE.  THEREFORE, A REMEDY SHOULD NOT BE
SELECTED BASED ON RESULTS FROM THESE WELLS IF THEY ARE IN ANY WAY UNRELIABLE.

EPA RESPONSE:  THE INFLUENCE OF WELL CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS IN OLDER WELLS CAN EXPLAIN THE
ELEVATED LEAD AND CHROMIUM VALUES, BUT IT DOES NOT EXPLAIN THE PRESENCE OF OTHER CONTAMINANTS IN
THESE WELLS.  DATA FROM THE GALVANIZED WELLS CAN THEREFORE BE USED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE DATA  
FROM NEWER WELLS.  IT CANNOT, HOWEVER, BE RELIED UPON BY ITSELF.  IT IS THE COMBINED USEABLE
DATA FROM ALL WELLS THAT WAS EVALUATED.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE 6-1, THE REPORT VERY BRIEFLY DESCRIBES THE AIR INVESTIGATION AT THE SITE. 
WHILE IT IS GENERALLY AGREED THAT NO AIR CONTAMINATION IS PRESENTLY ASSOCIATED WITH THE SITE,
THE REPORT HAS INSUFFICIENTLY DOCUMENTED THIS CONCLUSION.  A PHOTOIONIZATION DETECTOR IS AN
INADEQUATE INSTRUMENT TO MEASURE ALL CONTAMINANTS THAT COULD POTENTIALLY BE PRESENT IN THE
AMBIENT AIR AROUND THIS SITE, E.G., LEAD AND CHROME TRANSPORTED ON DUST PARTICLES.  THE
INVESTIGATION SHOULD HAVE INCLUDED STRATEGICALLY PLACED VACUUM PUMPS WITH FILTERS ALONG WITH  
OTHER INSTRUMENTS TO CONCLUSIVELY SUPPORT THE AIR INVESTIGATIVE EFFORTS.

EPA RESPONSE:  IT APPEARS THAT LEAD AND CHROME CONTAMINATION IS A RESULT OF THE GALVANIZED
MONITOR WELLS AND CONSEQUENTLY NOT A SIGNIFICANT CONCERN.  THE PRESENT CONDITION OF THE LANDFILL
IS SUCH THAT AIRBORNE PARTICLES WERE NOT CONSIDERED TO BE A PROBLEM, AND THE ENDANGERMENT  
ASSESSMENT SUPPORTS THAT CONCLUSION.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE 7-2, THE LAST PARAGRAPH OF SECTION 7.2 SHOULD READ, "THE ENDANGERMENT
ASSESSMENT IDENTIFIED NO SHORT OR LONG TERM HEALTH RISK....".

EPA RESPONSE:  AGREED.  NO SHORT OR LONG TERM HEALTH RISK MAY BE ASSOCIATED WITH CONTACT WITH
SURFACE SOIL AT THE SITE, UNLESS EROSION ALTERS THE CHARACTERISTIC OF THE AREA.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE 8-2 AND AT SEVERAL OTHER LOCATIONS WITHIN THE REPORT, THE TERM "CAPPING" IS
DESCRIBED AS A TREATMENT TECHNOLOGY.  THIS TECHNOLOGY IS MORE APPROPRIATELY DESCRIBED AS A
SOURCE CONTROL OF CONTAMINANTS, SINCE THE PLACEMENT OF A SITE CAP DOES NOT ACTUALLY RESULT IN
ANY PHYSICAL OR CHEMICAL CHANGE TO THE WASTE, SOILS, OR CONTAMINANTS.

EPA RESPONSE:  AGREED.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE 8-4 AND IN NUMEROUS OTHER LOCATIONS IN THE REPORT, THE EPA STATES THAT IT
CONSIDERED THE "NO ACTION" ALTERNATIVE SIMPLY BECAUSE THERE IS A REQUIREMENT TO DO SO IN THE
NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN (NCP). WHY WAS THIS ALTERNATIVE NOT SERIOUSLY CONSIDERED ALONG WITH
ALL OTHERS? THERE APPEARS TO BE AN EFFORT TO ELIMINATE "NO ACTION" FROM SERIOUS CONSIDERATION
EARLY IN THE EVALUATION PROCESS.  WHY ARE THE "POTENTIAL IMPACTS" OF "NO ACTION" DISCUSSED IN
THE INITIAL DISCUSSIONS, WHILE SUCH IMPACTS WERE NOT CONSIDERED IN THE INITIAL DISCUSSIONS OF
THE OTHER TECHNOLOGIES IDENTIFIED?

THE POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF "NO ACTION" SHOULD BE DISCUSSED IN LIGHT OF THE ACTUAL SIGNIFICANCE OF
THOSE IMPACTS.  SUCH A DISCUSSION SHOULD ALSO ACKNOWLEDGE THAT ALTERNATIVE, AND THAT EACH OF



THESE IMPACTS WOULD ACCOMPANY ANY REMEDY SELECTED AT THE SITE.

   - OCCUPATIONAL OR PUBLIC EXPOSURE - NO ACTION SPECIFIES FENCING AROUND
     THE SITE TO RESTRICT ACCESS AND PUBLIC EXPOSURE.  DEED RECORDATIONS
     WOULD RESTRICT OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURES.  THERE ARE NO AIR OR SURFACE
     SOIL OR WATER PATHWAYS IDENTIFIED.

   - DECLINE OF PROPERTY VALUES - PROPERTY VALUES IN RURAL AREA SURROUNDING
     A CLOSED MUNICIPAL LANDFILL SHOULD NOT DECLINE ANY FURTHER THAN THEY
     MAY HAVE ALREADY.  THE RCRA CAPPING OF THE SITE OR ANY OTHER SELECTED
     REMEDY COULD HAVE A NEGATIVE EFFECT ON PROPERTY VALUES SURROUNDING THE
     SITE, AND SUCH A DECLINE SHOULD NOT BE ATTRIBUTED SOLELY TO A
     NON-ACTION ALTERNATIVE.

   - EXPENDITURES FOR LEGAL SERVICES - WHAT LEGAL SERVICES WOULD BE
     REQUIRED FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE?  THE REPORT'S COST ESTIMATES PROJECT NO
     LEGAL FEES FOR "NO ACTION".  INDEED, OTHER ALTERNATIVES WOULD REQUIRE
     EVEN HIGHER EXPENDITURES FOR LEGAL FEES.

   - DEPRESSED AREA GROWTH - AS THIS IS AN AGRICULTURAL COMMUNITY, GROWTH
     RATE IS EXPECTED TO BE EXTREMELY LOW.  WOULD THIS RATE BE AFFECTED BY
     THE SELECTION OF ANY OTHER ALTERNATIVE.

   - EXPENDITURES FOR LABORATORY ANALYSIS AND MONITORING - WHETHER COVERED
     WITH A RCRA-TYPE CAP OR TREATED ONSITE, HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENTS WILL
     NEED TO BE MONITORED IN GROUNDWATER FOR INDEFINITE PERIODS OF TIME.
     THE "NO ACTION" ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS AND MONITORING EXPENDITURES WOULD
     BE NO HIGHER THAN THOSE REQUIRED FOR ANY OTHER ALTERNATIVE.

   - RESTRICTED ACCESS TO SITE - SHORT OF A REMOVAL ACTION, ACCESS TO THE
     SITE WOULD BE RESTRICTED REGARDLESS OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION IMPLEMENTED.

   - ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS - THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT REVEALED THE ONLY
     REALISTIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT AS LONG TERM EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINATED
     GROUNDWATER OFFSITE.  TO DATE, DRINKING WATER STANDARDS IN OFF SITE
     WELLS ARE NOT BEING VIOLATED.  IN FACT, THE HIGHEST CONCENTRATION OF
     ANY CONTAMINANT DETECTED IN AN OFF SITE WELL IS LESS THE HIGHEST
     CONCENTRATION OF ANY CONTAMINANT DETECTED IN AN OFF SITE WELL IS LESS
     THAN 20% OF THE DRINKING WATER STANDARD FOR THAT CONTAMINANT.

EPA RESPONSE:  THE "NO ACTION" ALTERNATIVE WAS CONSIDERED AND JUDGED TO BE UNSUITABLE FOR THIS
SITE.  IT IS AGREED THAT SOME OF THE IMPACTS MENTIONED UNDER THE "NO ACTION" ALTERNATIVE WOULD
APPLY TO SOME OF THE OTHER ALTERNATIVES.

   - DEED RESTRICTIONS AND FENCING DO NOT ENSURE THE ELIMINATION OF
     OCCUPATIONAL OR PUBLIC EXPOSURE.  ACCESS TO THE SITE CAN STILL BE
     GAINED WITH SUCH MEASURES IN PLACE.  ALSO, EROSION AND SUBSEQUENT
     RUNOFF COULD ALTER THE SITE CHARACTERISTICS TO SUCH A DEGREE THAT
     EXPOSURE WOULD BE A PROBLEM BOTH OFF SITE AND ON SITE.

   - LEGAL FEES WOULD MOST LIKELY BE A PART OF ANY ALTERNATIVE.  TO STATE
     THAT LEGAL FEES WOULD BE HIGHER FOR ALTERNATIVES OTHER THAN THE NO
     ACTION ALTERNATIVE IS SPECULATIVE.



   - THE COMMENTOR ALSO STATES THAT GROWTH IN THE AREA WOULD BE EXTREMELY
     LOW.  WE BELIEVE THE STATEMENT IS STRICTLY SPECULATIVE.

   - MONITORING COSTS COULD BE REDUCED UNDER SOME ALTERNATIVES.  THE
     INCINERATION OF WASTES IN THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA WOULD REDUCE
     MONITORING REQUIREMENTS, AS IT PERMANENTLY REMOVES THE SOURCE OF CONTAMINATION.

   - THE COMMENTOR DRAWS UPON PRESENT CONTAMINATION CONCENTRATIONS TO ARGUE
     LONG-TERM HEALTH EFFECTS.  THERE IS NO ASSURANCE THAT THESE
     CONTAMINATION LEVELS WILL REMAIN LOW, AND THIS IS THE REAL CONCERN
     WHERE LONG TERM HEALTH IMPACTS ARE INVOLVED.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE 8-6, SHOULD NOT THE DESIGN PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH CAPPING THIS PARTICULAR
SITE BE DISCUSSED?  THESE WOULD INCLUDE DIFFERENTIAL SETTLEMENT, SIGNIFICANT REGRADING
PROVISIONS, AND METHANE VENTING.

EPA RESPONSE:  MORE DETAILED DISCUSSIONS OF CAPPING ARE INCLUDED IN LATER SECTIONS OF THE
REPORT.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE 8-6, THE STATEMENT IS MADE THAT "A THREE LAYER CAP IS REQUIRED BY THE RCRA
LAND DISPOSAL REGULATIONS".  THIS SITE IS NOT A HAZARDOUS WASTE LAND DISPOSAL FACILITY REGULATED
BY RCRA.  WHY SHOULD THE RCRA REGULATORY STANDARDS BE REQUIRED FOR SITE CAPPING?  WHY WEREN'T  
OTHER SURFACE ACTIVITIES CONSIDERED WHICH MIGHT BE MORE COST EFFECTIVE?

EPA RESPONSE:  EPA BELIEVES IT IS IMPORTANT TO USE METHODOLOGIES THAT ARE COMPATIBLE WITH OTHER
LAWS THAT APPLY TO SIMILAR TYPES OF SITES OR THAT ACHIEVE A SIMILAR LEVEL OF PERFORMANCE.  WHILE
THE RCRA TYPE "C" CAP IS THE ALTERNATIVE MENTIONED IN THE REPORT, OTHER CAPPING METHODOLOGIES
ARE ALSO BEING EXAMINED.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE 9-23, TABLE 9-3, WHAT IS THE SIGNIFICANCE OF LISTING CAPPING THE MUNICIPAL
SITE WITH ASPHALT?  NO DISCUSSION OF ASPHALTIC CAPS IS OFFERED TO EXPLAIN THIS REFERENCE.

EPA RESPONSE:  PAGE 8-6 OF THE RI/FS REPORT DOES BRIEFLY DISCUSS ASPHALT CAPS.  HOWEVER, THE
PRESENTATION OF THESE COSTS IS CHIEFLY FOR COMPARISON PURPOSES.

COMMENT:  ON TABLE 9-3, UNDER DISPOSAL OF GROUNDWATER, WHAT DOES THE TERM "TRUCKING" REFER TO
AND WHAT IS THE COST?  OFF SITE DISPOSAL INTO A POTW?  DOES THE DISPOSAL HAVE A COST?

EPA RESPONSE:  TRUCKING REFERS TO TRANSPORTING THE WATER TO A NEARBY TREATMENT PLANT.  THE COST
WOULD BE APPROXIMATELY $400,000.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE 10-4, ALL THE ALTERNATIVES TO BE CONSIDERED ARE LISTED.  WHY WAS THE
ALTERNATIVE OF AN ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SUPPLY ONLY NOT LISTED?  PRESUMING THE SITE TO BE THE
SOURCE, THE GROUNDWATER TO BE THE PATHWAY AND THE SURROUNDING RESIDENCES TO BE THE RECEPTORS OF  
CONTAMINATION, PROVIDING AN ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SUPPLY WOULD ELIMINATE THE RECEPTORS AND
ELIMINATE ANY PRESENT OR FUTURE THREAT OF CONTAMINATION.

EPA RESPONSE:  THE ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SUPPLY DOES NOT ELIMINATE OR REDUCE THE LEACHING OF
CONTAMINANTS INTO THE AQUIFER AND THUS WAS NOT CONSIDERED BY ITSELF.  EPA WILL NOT ACCEPT ANY
ALTERNATIVE THAT ALLOWS THE CONTINUED CONTAMINATION OF THE AQUIFER, AS THIS AQUIFER IS STILL A  
POTENTIAL DRINKING WATER SOURCE.

COMMENT:  ON PAGE 11-35, THE EPA-PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE IS DESCRIBED. APPENDIX F OUTLINES THE
COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS REMEDY.  WHY WAS A DEEP PUBLIC WELL SYSTEM TO PROVIDE ALTERNATE



DRINKING WATER NOT CONSIDERED?  ITS COSTS COULD BE SIGNIFICANTLY LESS THAN UTILIZING THE CITY OF
BYRON WATER SYSTEM.  WHAT RESIDENCES WOULD RECEIVE THE ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER AND WHAT
JUSTIFICATION WOULD BE USED TO DISTINGUISH BETWEEN RESIDENCES IN THE POWERSVILLE AREA.  WILL AN
ALTERNATE SUPPLY BE OFFERED TO ANY NEW RESIDENTS OF POWERSVILLE?

EPA RESPONSE:  A DEEP WELL IS A POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE WHICH WILL BE CONSIDERED DURING THE
REMEDIAL DESIGN PHASE.  THE FINAL DECISION AS TO WHICH RESIDENCES WILL BE TIED INTO THE
MUNICIPAL WATER SOURCE WILL BE MADE DURING THE REMEDIAL DESIGN.  FOR COST PURPOSES, A 1/2 MILE
RADIUS DOWNGRADIENT OF THE SITE WAS USED TO ESTABLISH WHICH RESIDENTS WILL GET DRINKING WATER.

COMMENT:  THE FOLLOWING COMMENTS RELATE TO THE ALTERNATE 8 COST ESTIMATE FROM APPENDIX F.

   - CONTRACTOR'S BONDS ARE GENERALLY 2% OR MORE FOR HAZARDOUS WASTE WORK.
     THE $10,000 AMOUNT REFERRED TO SEEMS LOW.

   - SITE PREPARATION COSTS ARE TOO LOW.  EXCESSIVE REGRADING AND
     COMPACTION OF THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA IS REQUIRED.

   - FENCING IS AVAILABLE AT $12 PER LINEAR FOOT, AND WOULD NOT COST
     $16.50.  AT THIS CALCULATION, $61,875 IS TOO HIGH.  IN THE TECHNOLOGY
     COST ESTIMATES, FENCING COSTS ARE PROJECTED AT $30.00 PER LINEAR FOOT,
     SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER THAN NECESSARY.

   - GRAVEL IS AVAILABLE AT $4.00 PER TON, (EPA QUOTES $12.50).  LOCAL SAND
     IS AVAILABLE IN LARGE QUANTITIES AT EVEN LOWER PRICES AND MEETS
     PERMEABILITY REQUIREMENTS FOR CAP DRAINAGE LAYER.

   - TOPSOIL CAN BE PURCHASED AND INSTALLED FOR $10 PER CUBIC YARD (EPA QUOTES $18.00).

   - WHAT DOES $20,000 FOR DRAINAGE SPECIFY?

   - CONTRACTOR SUPERVISION IS A FUNCTION OF JOB TIME AND NOT CAPITAL COSTS.

   - ESTIMATE IS TOO HIGH.

   - LEGAL FEES AND PERMIT COST SHOULD BE LIMITED.  COST ESTIMATES ARE TOO HIGH.

IN TECHNOLOGY COST ESTIMATES, COSTS FOR CAPPING THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA ARE MISSING DRAINAGE
LAYER AND TOPSOIL LAYER ESTIMATES.  COSTS FOR CAPPING THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL AREA ARE MISSING
TOPSOIL ESTIMATE.

IN GENERAL, THE OVERALL COST ESTIMATE TABLES AND ASSOCIATED DISCUSSIONS TEND TO BE GENERIC IN
NATURE AND NOT SITE SPECIFIC.  FOR EXAMPLE, WHAT PERMITS WILL BE REQUIRED FOR EACH ALTERNATIVE? 
WHAT DRAINAGE PROVISIONS NEED IMPLEMENTING?

EPA RESPONSE:  ESTIMATING COSTS FOR HAZARDOUS WASTE SITE CONSTRUCTION IS MORE DIFFICULT THAN
WITH A NORMAL CONSTRUCTION SITE.  ADDITIONAL COSTS INCLUDE ON SITE MONITORING, SPECIAL
INSURANCE, PROTECTIVE GEAR, AND MEDICAL MONITORING OF THE WORKERS.  CONSEQUENTLY, THE ADDITIONAL
COST IS REFLECTED IN THE COSTING ESTIMATES.  THESE ESTIMATES IN THE REPORT WERE GENERATED BY A
CONTRACTOR WITH EXPERIENCE IN HAZARDOUS WASTE REMEDIAL ACTIONS AND REPRESENT A "BEST ESTIMATE"
FOR THE SITE.  DRAINAGE COST ESTIMATES ARE PROVIDED FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF DITCHES, CULVERTS,
ETC., THAT WILL BE NEEDED TO PROVIDE PROPER DRAINAGE FOR THE SITE ONCE A CAP IS CONSTRUCTED. 
THE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS CONCERNING THE COST ESTIMATE WILL BE TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION AND
REVISIONS MADE AS IS NECESSARY.



COMMENT:  THE FOLLOWING COMMENTS AND QUESTION RELATES TO THE REVIEW OF THE ENDANGERMENT
ASSESSMENT.

THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT UTILIZES SEVERAL MODELS AND SCENARIOS TO PROJECT RISKS ASSOCIATED
WITH CONTACT WITH SOILS AND WATERS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED BY THE POWERSVILLE SITE.  THE
ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT ACKNOWLEDGES THAT THESE SCENARIOS ARE UNREALISTIC AND OVERESTIMATIONS.  
FOR INSTANCE, THE FUTURE-USE SCENARIO OF THE LANDFILL SITE FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AND
DRINKING WATER WELLS IS STATED AS UNREALISTIC (PAGE 11).  THE ASSESSMENT ACKNOWLEDGES THAT THE
MODEL USED TO PROJECT THE DIFFUSION RATE INTO GROUNDWATER OF CONTAMINANTS OVERESTIMATES ACTUAL
CONCENTRATIONS EXPECTED (PAGE 16).  THE ASSESSMENT STATES THAT THE ACTUAL RISK FROM EXPOSURE TO
CARCINOGENS COULD BE CONSIDERABLY LOWER BUT UNLIKELY HIGHER (PAGE 23).  IF THE ASSESSMENTS UPON
WHICH THE ASSESSMENT IS BASED ARE ADMITTEDLY UNREALISTIC AND UNLIKELY, HOW CAN THEY BE SERIOUSLY
UTILIZED TO PROJECT RISKS FOR DECISION MAKING PURPOSES?

EPA RESPONSE:  THE EVALUATION OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS IS IN ACCORDANCE WITH
EPA GUIDANCE AND ARE CONSISTENT WITH ASSUMPTIONS USED AT SIMILAR SITES.  AS STATED IN THE
ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT, THE LONG-TERM STATUS OF THE SITE CANNOT ALWAYS BE PREDICTED.  THUS, THE 
SCENARIOS PRESENTED PROVIDE AN ADEQUATE UPPERBOUND WORST-CASE ASSESSMENT.

                     RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR STATE COMMENTS

COMMENT:  THE PRESENTATION OF EXTENSIVE GEOLOGICAL INTERPRETATION IS NOTED.  IN ACCORDANCE WITH
THE 1985 AMENDMENTS TO THE GEORGIA WATER WELLS STANDARDS ACT, IT IS REQUESTED THAT A GEORGIA
REGISTERED GEOLOGIST COSIGN/CERTIFY THE FINAL REPORT.

EPA RESPONSE:  EPA AGREES.  THE REPORT WAS PREPARED WITH THE HELP OF A GEORGIA REGISTERED
GEOLOGIST AND WE WILL REQUEST THAT HE SIGN THE REPORT.

COMMENT:  IN OVERVIEW, THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATIONS HAVE YET TO FOCUS ATTENTION ON THE
FUNDAMENTAL REQUIREMENT FOR "WASTE CHARACTERIZATION". NO WORK IS APPARENT IN THIS REPORT
REGARDING THE PHYSICAL OR CHEMICAL NATURE OF THE MATERIALS BURIED IN THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA. 
IT IS REPORTED THAT THE RESULTS OF THE ANGLE BORINGS FAILED TO DISCOVER ANY APPRECIABLE LEACHING
OF CONSTITUENTS AS ANTICIPATED BENEATH THESE TRENCHES.  ADDITIONALLY, THE LANDFILL BORINGS
ENCOUNTERED EXTREMELY SPORADIC EVIDENCE OF CONTAMINATION EFFECTS AND LITTLE, IF ANY, INDICATION
OF APPRECIABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE DEPOSITION.  HOWEVER, THE APPARENT COMPLETE ESTIMATED TOTAL
VOLUME (292,000 CU. YDS.) OF SOLID WASTE IN THE LANDFILL IS USED AS A DESIGN CRITERION BASED ON
THE DATA PRESENTED IN TABLE 5-1, PAGE 5-5.

EPA RESPONSE:  THE PHYSICAL AND CHEMICAL NATURE OF THE MATERIALS BURIED IN THE LANDFILL IS WELL
DOCUMENTED BY THE DISPOSAL RECORDS CONTAINED IN APPENDIX B OF THE RI/FS REPORT.  EPA FELT THAT
BORING INTO OR THROUGH THE HAZARDOUS WASTE AREA WOULD CAUSE RISKS THAT WERE UNNECESSARY TO THIS  
INVESTIGATION.

THE TOTAL VOLUME OF THE LANDFILL WAS USED DUE TO THE SPORADIC NATURE OF THE CONTAMINATION IN
THAT AREA.  THE LOGIC IN USING TOTAL VOLUME OF THE LANDFILL IS TO MAKE CERTAIN THAT ALL
CONTAMINATED AREAS WOULD HAVE TO BE REMEDIATED, AS IT WOULD BE VERY DIFFICULT TO SEPARATE THE  
CONTAMINATED AREAS IN THE MUNICIPAL FILL AREA FROM THE UNCONTAMINATED AREAS.

COMMENT:  WE CONCUR THAT GROUNDWATER AND SOIL REPRESENT CURRENT EXPOSURE PATHWAYS, HOWEVER, WE
NOTE THAT SOIL EFFECTS ARE DEFINED BY THE CONSULTANT AS NOT REPRESENTING A HEALTH RISK IN
CHAPTER 4 AND THEN IN CHAPTER 8 CONCLUDING THAT SOILS EXPOSURE IS A DESIGN CRITERION FOR REMEDY
SELECTION.  EPD DOES NOT BELIEVE THAT SOLUTIONS SHOULD BE DESIGNED FOR PROBLEMS WITH NO APPARENT
ASSOCIATED RISK.  ADDITIONALLY, WE ALSO CONCUR THAT AIR AND SURFACE WATER ARE NOT EXPOSURE
PATHWAYS.



EPA RESPONSE:  SHORT TERM HEALTH RISKS DUE TO SOIL CONTAMINATION ARE NOT CURRENTLY A CONCERN AT
THE SITE, BUT DUE TO ON SITE EROSIONAL PROBLEMS SURFACE SOIL CONTAMINATION COULD BE A CONCERN IF
LEFT UNCHECKED.  FOR THIS REASON THE REMEDY SELECTION SHOULD TAKE INTO ACCOUNT THE POSSIBILITY
OF FUTURE SURFACE CONTAMINATION PROBLEMS.  PLEASE NOTE, HOWEVER, THAT THE INTENT OF SECTION 8 IS
TO PRESENT OVERALL REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES FOR THE PURPOSE OF SCREENING TO SELECT THE MOST
FEASIBLE OF THESE TECHNOLOGIES.

COMMENT:  A POTENTIOMETRIC MAP IS INCLUDED WHICH COVERS BOTH THE SHALLOW AND DEEP FLOW
COMPONENTS TOGETHER.  HOWEVER, WATER LEVEL DATA ARE REPORTED ON ONE EVENT ONLY.  IF THE SHALLOW
WELLS AND DEEP WELLS ARE CONTOURED SEPARATELY, TWO SEPARATE FLOW REGIMES EMERGE.  THE DEEP WELLS
CONFORMS TO THE POTENTIOMETRIC MAP PRESENTED IN THE REPORT(EAST-SOUTHEAST); HOWEVER, THE SHALLOW
COMPONENT IS DISTINCTLY SOUTH. THIS IS IMPORTANT BECAUSE THE SHALLOW WELLS SHOW MOST OF THE
MEASURED CONTAMINATION.  IT IS ALSO WORTH NOTING THAT THE SHALLOW WATER LEVELS FORM A
TOPOGRAPHIC IMAGE OF THE FORMER BORROW PIT USED FOR THE DISPOSAL SITE.  ONE COULD EXPECT FLOW
THROUGH THE BORROW PIT AREA TO BE SEVERAL MAGNITUDES GREATER THAN THE DEEPER FLOW REGIME.

EPA RESPONSE:  EPA AGREES THAT THE WATER LEVEL DATA IS SOMEWHAT SUBJECT TO INTERPRETATION, BUT
WE DO NOT FEEL THAT THE DATA CONCLUSIVELY SUPPORTS EPD'S BELIEF THAT THERE ARE TWO SEPARATE FLOW
REGIMES.  WE BELIEVE THAT, BASED ON AVAILABLE DATA, THE REPORT'S POTENTIOMETRIC MAP PROVIDES A
SOUND INTERPRETATION OF THE FLOW REGIME BENEATH THE SITE.

COMMENT:  PRIORITY POLLUTANTS WERE RUN ON GROUNDWATER AND SOIL SAMPLES; HOWEVER, INDICATOR
PARAMETERS WERE CHOSEN TO TRACK THE PLUME.  WHILE THIS APPROACH IS COST EFFECTIVE AND
SATISFACTORY FOR PLUME TRACKING, NO ANALYSIS WAS PERFORMED ON PLUME PERIPHERY WELLS TO CONFIRM
THE ORIGINAL SELECTION OF INDICATORS.  SINCE SPEED OF MIGRATION WAS NOT A CRITERION FOR
INDICATOR SELECTION, A CONTAMINANT OF HIGHER MOBILITY COULD CONCEIVABLY BE BEYOND THE INDICATOR
PLUME.

WHILE INDICATOR PARAMETERS WERE USED TO TRACK THE PLUME, ALL ANALYSES WERE EVALUATED FOR
PRIORITY POLLUTANTS.  THE REFERENCED INDICATOR PLUME HAS BEEN REMOVED FROM THE REVISED REPORT,
AS WE BELIEVE THAT THERE IS NOT ENOUGH DATA TO CONCLUDE THAT THERE ACTUALLY IS A PLUME IN THE  
AREA.

COMMENT:  THE DATA SUGGEST, THAT ALTHOUGH THERE MAY BE AQUIFER INTERCONNECTION, THERE IS
SIGNIFICANT INTERLAYERING OF FORMATION CLAYS. THESE CLAYS ARE, IN FACT, NATURALLY FILTERING THE
GROUNDWATER.  NO PUMP TEST DATA OR COMPLETE BORING LOGS TO CONFIRM THE PRESENCE AND EXTENT OF A
CONFINING UNIT ARE PRESENTED.  THE LOCATION OF THIS INTERLAYERING MAY INFLUENCE THE SELECTION OF
A PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE.

EPA RESPONSE:  SLUG TEST DATA AND SOME GAMMA LOGS ARE AVAILABLE.  BORING LOGS COULD BE HELPFUL,
BUT GIVEN THE GEOLOGY OF THE AREA IT WOULD TAKE A SUBSTANTIAL NUMBER TO ADEQUATELY DEFINE THE
LOCATION OF THE CLAY LAYERS. CONDUCTING PUMPING TESTS FOR THE DEEPER WELLS RAISES THE RISK OF
DRAWING CONTAMINANTS DOWN FROM SHALLOWER, ALREADY CONTAMINATED, ZONES.

COMMENT:  THE FUTURE-USE SCENARIO, AS EMPLOYED BY THE CONSULTANT, USES AN ENVIRONMENTAL
TRANSPORT MODEL.  THIS MODEL AS DESCRIBED IN APPENDICES A AND C IS BASED ON THE WORK OF SUMMERS,
ET AL, 1980.  SUMMERS' WORK, HOWEVER, WAS DESIGNED TO ASSESS CONTAMINATION FROM INORGANIC SALTS
IN GEOTHERMAL SYSTEMS (E.G., GEYSERS, HOT VOLCANIC ROCK, ETC.).

THE MODEL IS NOT APPROPRIATE FOR TRACE ORGANIC CHEMICALS IN COASTAL PLAIN AQUIFERS.  FOR THIS
REASON, TOXAPHENE AND CHLORDANE CANNOT BE ESTIMATED WITH THIS MODEL.  MOREOVER, IN ADDITION TO
USING AN INAPPROPRIATE MODEL, THE CONSULTANT ALSO MADE ERRORS IN THE HYDROGEOLOGIC CALCULATIONS. 
FOR EXAMPLE, RUNOFF WAS IGNORED IN CALCULATING RECHARGE AND THE AQUIFER THICKNESS WAS
INCORRECTLY ESTIMATED.  ADDITIONALLY, NO INFORMATION IS FOUND REGARDING THE PHYSIOCHEMICAL



PROPERTIES OF THE SOIL MATERIALS BENEATH THE SITE. PROPERTIES SUCH AS:  VERTICAL PERMEABILITY,
ORGANIC CONTENT, ATTENUATION CAPACITIES, DIRECTLY IMPACT LEACHATE MODELING/PREDICTION.

EPA RESPONSE:  THE SUMMERS MODEL, USED TO PREDICT FUTURE GROUNDWATER CONCENTRATIONS, IS
APPLICABLE TO RELEASES OF TRACE ORGANICS.  THE PARTICULAR FORM OF THE SUMMERS MODEL CITED IN THE
ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT IS SIMPLY A FORM OF MASS-BALANCE EQUATION, AND AS SUCH, IS APPLICABLE TO
ANY TYPE OF POLLUTANT RELEASE.  THE SAME APPROACH HAS BEEN USED ON NUMEROUS SUPERFUND SITES TO
ASSESS FUTURE RISK.  AT THE GEIGER AND INDEPENDENT NAIL SITES THE MODEL WAS USED TO DEVELOP SOIL
CLEANUP LEVELS.  SUMMERS IS CITED ONLY TO PROVIDE A REFERENCE FOR THE NOMENCLATURE USED.  IN
ORDER TO PREVENT FURTHER CONFUSION, IT MIGHT BE BEST TO REMOVE THE CITATION TO SUMMERS AND
SIMPLY REFER TO A MASS-BALANCE EQUATION.  WE MAY WISH TO MODIFY THE RESULTS TO ACCOUNT FOR
RUNOFF OR A DIFFERENT AQUIFER THICKNESS, ALTHOUGH THESE MODIFICATIONS ARE NOT LIKELY TO HAVE A
LARGE IMPACT ON THE RESULTS.  HOWEVER, TRYING TO ACCOUNT FOR ADDITIONAL SOIL PARAMETERS AS IS
SUGGESTED IS, IN OUR JUDGEMENT, NOT WARRANTED.  THE MODEL ACCOUNTS FOR ORGANIC CARBON CONTENT OF
THE SOIL, WHICH IS THE MAJOR COMPONENT TO BE CONSIDERED IN THIS NON-TIME DEPENDENT MODEL.  SOIL
TESTING FOR PARAMETERS SUCH AS PERMEABILITY WAS NOT INCLUDED IN THE RI.  ESTIMATING THESE
PARAMETERS OR TRYING TO USE A MORE SOPHISTICATED MODEL WOULD SIMPLY ADD ADDITIONAL UNCERTAINTY
TO THE ASSESSMENT.

COMMENT:  THE GROUNDWATER MONITORING RESULTS DO NOT INDICATE A RELATIONSHIP REGARDING THE
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION DISCOVERED ON THE SITE AND THE IDENTIFIED WASTE PRODUCTS OR SUSPECTED
SOURCE AREAS.  THERE ARE NO RELIABLE DATA TO SUGGEST DRINKING WATER QUALITY STANDARDS FOR  
GROUNDWATER USED DOMESTICALLY WILL BE EXCEEDED.

EPA RESPONSE:  THIS COMMENT APPEARS TO ADDRESS TWO SEPARATE ISSUES.  THE FIRST IS THE
RELATIONSHIP OF THE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION TO WASTE CHARACTERISTICS.  IT IS NOT INCONSISTENT
TO SEE DIFFERENT CONTAMINANTS IN GROUNDWATER AND SOIL.  THE MORE MOBILE CONTAMINANTS, SUCH AS
VINYL CHLORIDE AND 1,2-DICHLOROETHANE, ARE MORE LIKELY TO LEACH FROM SOIL TO GROUNDWATER,
WHEREAS THE LESS SOLUBLE PESTICIDES WILL REMAIN IN THE SOIL FOR A LONGER PERIOD.  THE SECOND
ISSUE RELATES TO POTENTIAL EXCEEDANCES OF GROUNDWATER STANDARDS.  THE ASSESSMENT INDICATES THAT
LEVELS OF CONTAMINANTS DETECTED IN MONITORING WELLS EXCEED MCLS OR PROPOSED MCLS FOR VINYL
CHLORIDE, 1,2-DICHLOROETHANE, AND TOXAPHENE.  THIS ASSESSMENT IS BASED ON ASSUMING THAT A
DRINKING WATER WELL IS ESTABLISHED ON SITE, OR ALTERNATELY THAT THE GROUNDWATER REPRESENTS A
CLASS I OR CLASS II AQUIFER CAPABLE OF BEING USED AS A DRINKING WATER SOURCE.  THEREFORE,  
ACCORDING TO EPAS' MOST RECENT GUIDANCE ON ARARS, MCLS ARE APPLICABLE STANDARDS FOR COMPARISON
TO CONTAMINATION LEVELS.

COMMENT:  THE QUANTITATIVE RISK CHARACTERIZATION IS NOT REALISTIC.  THE SITE IS CURRENTLY
UNUSED.  THUS, THE CURRENT CHRONIC DAILY INTAKE (CDI) CALCULATIONS ARE INCORRECT.  IN THIS
REGARD, THE CDI FOR DRINKING WATER FROM THE LIZZIE CHAPEL WELL CAN BE SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCED FROM
THE WORST CASE ASSUMPTION USED.  FURTHER, THE CDI FOR SOIL INGESTION CAN BE SIGNIFICANTLY
REDUCED BY USING A MUCH MORE REASONABLE ASSUMPTION FOR CHILDREN PLAYING ON THE SITE. 
INCORPORATING THESE CHANGES CAN READILY REDUCE THE CALCULATED EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK DUE TO
GROUNDWATER AND SOILS INGESTION BY A FACTOR OF TEN OR MORE.

EPA RESPONSE:  WE BELIEVE THAT THE EXPOSURE ASSUMPTIONS UNDERLYING THE QUANTITATIVE RISK
CHARACTERIZATION ARE REASONABLE.  THEY ARE IN KEEPING WITH EPA GUIDANCE AND ARE CONSISTENT WITH
ASSUMPTIONS USED AT SIMILAR SITES.  IN ADDITION, THE SCENARIOS INVOLVING SOIL INGESTION BY
CHILDREN DO NOT RESULT IN UNACCEPTABLE RISK LEVELS, IF A 10-6 EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK LEVEL
IS TAKEN AS AN ACCEPTABLE LEVEL.  THEREFORE, THE SCENARIOS PRESENTED PROVIDE AN ADEQUATE
UPPERBOUND WORST-CASE ASSESSMENT.



                                  APPENDIX B

                      INVENTORY OF MATERIALS DISPOSED OF
                           AT PEACH COUNTY LANDFILL

                         WOOLFOLK CHEMICAL WORKS, INC.

MR. HOWARD L. BAREFOOT
UNIT COORDINATOR
INDUSTRIAL & HAZARDOUS WASTE
   MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION
270 WASHINGTON STREET, S. W.
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30334

DEAR MR. BAREFOOT:

ENCLOSED YOU WILL FIND OUR RECORDS THAT INDICATE THE DATE AND APPROXIMATE QUANTITIES FOR ALL
PESTICIDE WASTES PLACED IN WOOLFOLK'S PESTICIDE WASTE DISPOSAL AREA AT THE POWERSVILLE SITE. 
DURING THIS TIME, THIS AREA AND RECORDS WERE BEING CONSTANTLY CHECKED BY MR. CLYDE FEHN,
INDUSTRIAL ENGINEER, GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES.

YOURS VERY TRULY,

WOOLFOLK CHEMICAL WORKS, INC.

ED CHAMBLESS
PLANT MANAGER

EC/JS

ENCLOSURES.



                         WOOLFOLK CHEMICAL WORKS, INC.

                       OBSOLETE MATERIALS BURIED AT DUMP
                                     1975

     DATE    QUANTITY                    DESCRIPTION

   1/7/75    4000#           CLEAN-OUT FROM LEAD PLANT
   1/9/75    7000#           CLEAN-OUT FROM N.O. WAREHOUSE
   3/4/75    2000#           CLEAN-OUT FROM N.O. PLANT
   4/22/75   5000#           CLEAN-OUT CLAY FROM DUST PLANT
   8/5/75    2000#           EMPTY 25-D PARATHION BAGS
   8/7/75    5000#           SEVIN (EMPTY) BAGS N. O. PLANT
                             CLEAN-OUT N.O. WAREHOUSE
   8/12/75   2000#           EMPTY SEVIN BAGS
             5000#           EMPTY BAGS DUST PLANT PLUS DUST PLANT CLEAN-UP
   8/14/75   4000#           CLEAN-OUT FLOOR SWEEPINGS N.O. PLANT
             4000#           CLEAN-OUT FLOOR SWEEPINGS DUST PLANT
   9/4/75     500#           FLOOR SWEEPINGS SHIPPING WAREHOUSE
             2000#           EMPTY SEVIN BAGS
             1000#           EMPTY TECH. HEPTA. DRUMS
   9/10/75   3000#           FLOOR SWEEPINGS N.O. WAREHOUSE PLUS
                             HEPTA. EMPTY DRUMS
   9/16/75   1000#           SEVIN PLANT FLOOR SWEEPINGS
              500#           EMPTY HEPTA. DRUMS
             1000#           N.O. PLANT CLEAN-OUT
   9/29/75   4000#           CLEAN-OUT FROM N.O. PLANT
   10/1/75   3000#           FLOOR SWEEPINGS FROM DUST PLANT
             1000#           FLOOR SWEEPINGS FROM SHIPPING WAREHOUSE
   10/14/75  1000#           FLOOR SWEEPINGS FROM SHIPPING WAREHOUSE
             1000#           FLOOR SWEEPINGS FROM N.O. WAREHOUSE
   10/16/75  5000#           FLOOR SWEEPINGS FROM N.O. PLANT
             1000#           EMPTY ARSENIC FIBER DRUMS
   10/29/75  2000#           CLEAN-OUT CLAY FROM SEVIN PLANT
              500#           EMPTY ARSENIC DRUMS
             2000#           FLOOR SWEEPINGS SHIPPING WAREHOUSE
              500#           EMPTY BSZ & L/A BAGS N.O. PLANT
   11/4/75   2000#           CLEAN-OUT CLAY FROM DUST PLANT
   11/18/75  3000#           CLEAN-OUT CLAY FROM N.O. PLANT
             2000#           CLEAN-OUT FROM SEVIN PLANT



                         WOOLFOLK CHEMICAL WORKS, INC.

                       OBSOLETE MATERIALS BURIED AT DUMP
                                     1974

      DATE   QUANTITY                       DESCRIPTION

   12/5/74   18 - 50#        POLYRAM DUST
             25 - 50#        T.V. SPECIAL DUST
              8 - 50#        1/2% PARA.-86% SUL.
             56 - 50#        CLEAN-OUT MOTOX
             20 - 50#        3-WAY TOB. DUST
             51 - 50#        TRI KAL DUST
             35 - 50#        GUARDEX DUST

   12/10/74 250 - 50#        CLEAN-OUT DUST PLANT
             40 - 40#        BHC-DIELDRIN MIXTURE
             20 - 50#        5% POLYRAM

   12/12/74  7000#           CLEAN-OUT FROM DUST PLANT



                         WOOLFOLK CHEMICAL WORKS, INC.

                       OBSOLETE MATERIALS BURIED AT DUMP
                                     1977

      DATE    QUANTITY                      DESCRIPTION

   1/26/77     60 - 5 GAL.   EMPTY CYGON 2-E CANS
              400#           CLEAN UP DUST
               20            EMPTY DITHANE M-22 CONC. BAGS
              500#           CLEAN UP SEVIN PLANT
                5 - 24/2#
                    CASE     ROSE & FLOWER
                1 - 50#      COND. SUL.
                3 - 50#      FERROUS SULFATE
               10 - 50#      DIWEEVIL DUST
                5 - 50#      CHINCH BUG KILLER
                2 - 1 GAL.   ANTIROT EMPTY CANS
                1 - 5 GAL.   EMPTY TOX-SOL-6 CAN
              500#           FLOOR SWEEPING SHIPPING WAREHOUSE
                1 - 55 GAL.  EMPTY PLASTIC CONTAINER

   2/3/77     500#           SWEEPING SEVIN PLANT
             1000#           SWEEPING N. O. PLANT
             1000#           SWEEPING N. O. WAREHOUSE

   3/2/77     500#           EMPTY 30-D PARATHION BAGS
              100#           EMPTY PAN-THION BAGS

   3/8/77    1000#           EMPTY SULFUR BAGS
               60            EMPTY CASES & BOTTLES AATREX 4L

   3/16/77    100            EMPTY CYGON 2-E
              600            EMPTY SUL. & PARATHION BAGS
             1000#           CLEAN OUT FROM DUST PLANT

   3/24/77   1000#           EMPTY SULFUR BAGS

   3/25/77    500#           EMPTY 30-D PARATHION BAGS
              500#           EMPTY SULFUR BAGS

   3/29/77   1000#           SEVIN PLANT CLEAN UP
              200#           EMPTY LEAD ARSENATE BAGS
              800#           CLEAN OUT FROM DUST PLANT COLLECTORS

   4/18/77   1000#           CLEAN OUT CLAY DUST PLANT
               50 - 5 GAL.   EMPTY TOX-SOL-6 CANS
               14 - 5 GAL.   EMPTY CYGON 2-E CANS



                       OBSOLETE MATERIALS BURIED AT DUMP
                                     1977
                                    PAGE 2

     DATE       QUANTITY                    DESCRIPTION

   5/2/77       2 - 4#       PROBE 75W
                2            EMPTY GALLON JUGS
                1            EMPTY GALLON ACCUTROL
                1            EMPTY PINT PEACH THINNER
                1 - 5 GAL.   EMPTY FLOWABLE SULPHUR
                2 - 5 GAL.   2% SODIUM AZIDE
                1 GAL.       ZECTRAN 2E
                1 GAL.       EMPTY ELGETOL
                4 LB.        MIREX BAIT
                1 LB.        DURSBAN BAIT
                2 LB.        CAPTAN 50-W
                2 LB.        KOCIDE
                2 LB.        IMIDAN
               10 LB.        UREA
                2 - 4#       SINBAR
                5 GAL.       M-2680 SOIL FUMIGANT
               10 LB.        NEMACUR
               25 LB.        FLOREX
                1 LB.        15% OIL CHINCH BUG
                2 - 2#       CORN COB WITH OIL
                1 LB.        CORN COB WITH OIL
                4 QTS.       VYDATE L
                1 GAL.       SEVIMOL 4
                2 - 1 GAL.   TARGET
                1/2 GAL.     VYDATE L
                1 GAL.       VYDATE L
                4 LB.        GALECRON SP
               10 LB.        CORN COB GRIT
                4 - 1 GAL.   HERBIMAX SURFACTANT
                1            EMPTY METAL 5 GALLON CAN
                4 - 1 GAL.   BELT MP
                4 - 25#      2% METHOMYL DUST
                1 GAL.       BELT + 6
                4 - 5 GAL.   BELT PLUS
                5 GAL.       HCS-3260-MP
                8 - 5 GAL.   BELT MP
                1 GAL.       PHOSDRIN
                5 GAL.       BUSAN 72
               11 - 5 GAL.   BIVERT M
                5 GAL.       BIVERT DPN
                1            EMPTY 5 GALLON SECURITY CAN
                5 GAL.       LIME SULPHUR
                2 - 5 GAL.   STARBROM T6-67
               15 LB.        TERRACLOR SUPER X
                1 GAL.       TCMTB
                5 GAL.       SAVOL
               10 LB.        MOCAP 10G



                       OBSOLETE MATERIALS BURIED AT DUMP
                                     1977
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     DATE      QUANTITY                     DESCRIPTION

   5/2/77      10 GAL.       BIVERT S + DPN
                1            EMPTY FIRE ANT BAIT
                1 GAL.       ENDRI-SOL
                1            EMPTY GALLON PARATHION EC-4
                1 GAL.       MURATIC ACID
                6 LB.        NUTONEX SULPHUR
               24 LB.        NUTONEX SULPHUR
               10 LB.        BLADEX
                1            EMPTY WATER JUG
               50 LB.        DYFONATE
                3 - 1 GAL.   MO-BAIT
                6 - 1 GAL.   BIVERT TM
                2 - 25#      MOCAP 10G
                8 - 1 GAL.   PENCAP E
                4 - 4/1 GAL.
                    CS.      SORBA SPRAY
                1 GAL.       BENTGRASS HERBICIDE
                1 GAL.       FAIRWAY HERBICIDE
                1            EMPTY 5 GALLON PROWL CAN
                1            EMPTY 1 GALLON CONTAINER
                2            EMPTY STARBROM T6-67
                8            EMPTY QUARTS AMBUSH
                2 GAL.       NU-FILM 17
                4 - 4#       PROBE 75W
                1-1/2 LB.    MESUROL
                2            EMPTY TEMIK BAGS
                1            CASE EMPTY DISPLAY CANS
                1            EMPTY QUART JUG
               50 LB.        TCMTB - 10G
                2            EMPTY CASES
               10 LB.        CORN COB
                8 LB.        SODIUM AZIDE
                4 GAL.       NU-FILM 17
               50 LB.        PEANUT SEED
                7 - 2 LB.    EMPTY TOPSIN 50-W
                5 GAL.       T-H ATRAZINE 4L
               24 LB.        PAN-THION
                4 LB.        GRANULAR CHINCH BUG
                1 PINT       MBR 12325-4-5
                5 LB.        TOMATO DUST
                2 GAL.       LIME SULPHUR
                1 GAL.       ANSAR 170
                6 LB.        TENORAN
                2 - 1 GAL.   ENULSONINE 3-E
                2 LB.        SENCOR
                1 GAL.       3 D'S



                       OBSOLETE MATERIALS BURIED AT DUMP
                                     1977
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     DATE       QUANTITY                    DESCRIPTION

   5/2/77       1 QUART      CITOWETT PLUS
                1            EMPTY QUART DURSBAN 2-EC
                1/2 GAL.     BUTOXONE
                3            EMPTY GALLON SORBA SPRAY
                1 GAL.       FLO-MO
                1 - 4#       MANZATE 200
                2 GAL.       NALCO-TROL
                1 PINT       LIME SULPHUR
                1 BAG        SENCOR
                1 GAL.       DURSBAN 2-E
                2 QUARTS     LANNATE L
                3 - 10#      SUTAN 10G
                2 - 1 GAL.   AMEX 820
                1 QUART      CHLORDANE EC-8
                4 LB.        R & H DITHANE M-45
                3 GAL.       PHOSVEL 3-EC
                5 - 1#       ED 103
                2 - 4#       ED 103
                1 GAL.       BUSAN 37
                1 LB.        TEMIK
                5 LB.        DESTUN
                1 LB.        VEL 520C
                1 GAL.       BROMOCIL
                1 GAL.       SOYEX
                1 LB.        U-27, 267 HERBICIDE
                2 LB.        BORAX WEED KILLER
               12 OZ.        MAINTAIN
                5 LB.        BROMEX
                2 - 1#       USB 3153
                6 LB.        NORLEX KERB
                1 LB.        PLICTRAN
                3 - 1/4#     VEL 5028
                2 - 1/8#     VEL 5052
                5 - 4 OZ.    SENCOR
                1 GAL.       LIME SULPHUR
                3 - GAL.     VCS-506
                1 GAL.       SORBA SPRAY
                1 GAL.       SPRAY OIL
                2 LB.        BENLATE
               10 LB.        LANNATE 90
                1 QUART      THIMET
                2 LB.        DACONIL 2787
                4 LB.        CAPTAN 50
                5 LB.        SEVIN 50-W
                3 LB.        DYLOX
                3 - 6-2/3#   BOTRAN 75W
                2 - 10#      LANNATE WP



                       OBSOLETE MATERIALS BURIED AT DUMP
                                     1977
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     DATE      QUANTITY                     DESCRIPTION

   5/2/77       2 LB.        EMPTY LANNATE WP CAN
                1 CASE       OLD DISPLAY SAMPLES
               10 LB.        CASORON 4-G
               10 LB.        DACTHAL 75W
               12 OZ.        MAINTAIN
                4 GAL.       DYMID PLUS DINITRO
                8 LB.        15% PARATHION
                5 GAL.       DOW GENERAL WK
                1 GAL.       VAPAM
                3 GAL.       SORBA SPRAY
                4 - 1 GAL.   SORBA SPRAY
                3 GAL.       GIKUL
               25 LB.        DEMOSAN 10-D
                7            EMPTY 6 GALLON JUGS
                4 LB.        MANZATE
               10 LB.        EPN 25W
                4 LB.        15% PARATHION
                3 LB.        CYPREX
                2 LB.        KOCIDE 101
                3 - 1 LB.    DUTER
               10 LB.        EPN 25W
                3 LB.        BRAVO 75W
                2 - 5 LB.    THYLATE
                2 - 2 LB.    KOCIDE 101
                4 LB.        DITHANE M-45
                2 - 2 LB.    CAPTAN
                2 LB.        DACONIL 2787
                3 LB.        CYPREX
                1 LB.        40W CHLORDANE
                2 LB.        HYVAR XP
                1            EMPTY PARATHION CL GALLON CONTAINER
                1 GAL.       THAGSBEN 200
                1 QUART      METHYL PARATHION
                1 QUART      MOTOX 63
                2 - 6 LB.    TENORAN
                2 - 5 LB.    COTORAN
                2            EMPTY 4 GALLON PLASTIC JUGS
                3 LB.        ZORIAL
                4-1/2 LB.    DACAGIN
                4 - 1 LB.    ZORIAL
                7 PINTS      TRITON X-114
               10 LB.        DYLOX
               75 LB.        DITHANE A-4C
                5 LB.        THIMET 10G
                2 - 25 LB.   BIOTROL
                5 GAL.       DYMID D



                       OBSOLETE MATERIALS BURIED AT DUMP
                                     1977
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     DATE       QUANTITY                    DESCRIPTION

   5/2/77       1 LB.        LOROX
                2 LB.        CHINCH BUG BAIT
                3 LB.        CHINCH BUG BAIT
                4 LB.        LOROX
                1 QUART      BRAVO
                1 GALLON     COBEX
                5 LB.        PRINCEP
               10 LB.        LANNATE WP
                2 - 4 LB.    HYVAR XWS
                4 LB.        DYBAR
                1 GALLON     GIB-SOL
                1 QUART      ACCUTROL
                1 QUART      PROWL
                1 PINT       LIQUID SEVIN
                1 PINT       TOX-SOL-6
                1 PINT       WET-AID
                1 QUART      MOTOX 63
                1 PINT       TOX-SOL-6
                8 OZ.        NOCULATE 3
                1 PINT       ATPLUS 403
                1 PINT       TACK TRAP
                1 LB.        SOYBEAN PROTECTANT
                1 PINT       TORAK
                1 PINT       ATPLUS 401
                8 OZ.        MOTOX 63
                1 GALLON     TD-692 PENVAL
               10 GALLONS    PAN-THION
                2 LB.        2787 DACONIL
                5 GALLONS    H2O
                1            5 GALLON EMPTY JUG
                1            CAPTAN EMPTY JAR
                2 LB.        CAPTAN
                1-1/2 LB.    DIELDRIN
                4.5 OZ.      SOROLEX
                1 QUART      BACTICIN
                1 GALLON     2,4-D
                1 - 12/8 OZ.
                    CASE     MIS. WETAIDS
                1 PINT       LAWN WEED KILLER
                5 GALLON     THAT FLOWABLE SULPHUR
                5 GALLON     MP-ENDRI-SOL
                5 GALLON     PENCAP M
                2 - 5 LB.    TEMIK-TERR. MIX
                3 LB.        NEMACUR
                1 GALLON     PALONE
                1 GALLON     BELT MP
                1 GALLON     ROYAL TAC
                1 SACK       PEANUT SEED



                       OBSOLETE MATERIALS BURIED AT DUMP
                                     1977
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     DATE       QUANTITY                    DESCRIPTION

   5/2/77       1 SACK       SOYBEAN SEED
                4 - 50#      AMIBEN GRANULES
                5 - 5 GAL.   BUFLOX 30
                5 GAL.       BIVERT
                4 LB.        GALECRON SP
                3 - 50#      DIPEL BAIT
               50#           FURADAN 10G
                6 - 5#       IMIDAN
                8 - 4#       TERRACLOR 75W
               25#           CASORON
                2 GAL.       BUSAN 37
                1#           VITAVAX
                1 GAL.       NUMUCUR
                1 - 4/1 GAL.
                    CASE     TEMIK-TERR. SUPER X
                1            EMPTY LIME SULPHUR 5 GALLON CONTAINER
                1            10G PAR. DISPLAY
               10#           PROBE
                1 GAL.       WEEDONE 170
               10#           CORN COB
               25#           UC-21865 75W
                2 - 50#      BIOTROL CORN COB/MOLASSES
               20#           NITROGEN INNOCULANT
                3#           MESUROL 75W
               16#           NUTONEX SULPHUR
                1            COBEX DISPLAY 5 GALLON
                1 GAL.       LO-DRIFT
               20 GAL.       GREASE

   5/5/77     200#           EMPTY PARATHION & L/A BAGS
              700#           CLEAN OUT CLAY DUST PLANT
              300#           FLOOR SWEEPING N. O. PLANT

   8/16/77    129            EMPTY 5 GAL. METHYL PARATHION EC-6
             2000#           FLOOR SWEEPING N.O. PLANT
             1000#           FLOOR SWEEPING SEVIN PLANT
               30 - 55#      CLEAN OUT CLAY DUST PLANT

   9/1/77    5000#           FLOOR SWEEPING SEVIN PLANT
              100#           EMPTY L/A BAGS

   9/22/77   2000            EMPTY 80-D SEVIN BAG
             2000            EMPTY TECH. SEVIN BAG
               25            EMPTY 5 GAL. CANS



                       OBSOLETE MATERIALS BURIED AT DUMP
                                     1977
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      DATE   QUANTITY                       DESCRIPTION

   10/6/77     50            EMPTY 5 GAL. PAILS
               36            EMPTY 4/1 GAL. GLASS CYGON
                8            EMPTY 6/1 GAL. ANTIROT CANS
                9            EMPTY PLASTIC 5 GAL. ACCELERATE JUG
             2000#           CLEAN OUT CLAY DUST PLANT, FLOOR SWEEPING

   11/23/77  1000            EMPTY PARATHION-TOX BAG
              500            EMPTY SEVIN BAGS

   12/13/77  1000            EMPTY LEAD BAGS
             1000#           CLEAN OUT SHIPPING WAREHOUSE



                       OBSOLETE MATERIALS BURIED AT DUMP
                                     1978
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      DATE   QUANTITY                    DESCRIPTION

   3/22/78   1000            EMPTY PAN-THION BAG
             1000            EMPTY E. PARATHION BAG
             1000            EMPTY SEVIN BAG

   3/23/78   2000            EMPTY PAN-THION BAG
             1000            EMPTY E. PARATHION BAG

   4/17/78   2000            EMPTY 30-D PARATHION BAG
             1000            EMPTY 80-D SEVIN BAG
             1000            75 CHLOROTHALONIL EMPTY DRUMS

   4/25/78   3000            EMPTY 30-D PARATHION BAG
             1000            EMPTY 80-D SEVIN BAG
              500            75% CHLOROTHALONIL EMPTY DRUMS

   5/30/78   4000            EMPTY 30-D PARATHION BAG
             2000            EMPTY 80-D SEVIN BAG

   5/30/78   4000            EMPTY 30-D PARATHION BAG
             1000            EMPTY 80-D SEVIN BAG
               80            EMPTY 5 GAL. CANS LORSBAN, TOX-SOL-6

   6/1/78    4000            EMPTY 30-D PARATHION BAG
             2000#           DUST PLANT FLOOR SWEEPING

   6/1/78    2000            EMPTY 30-D PARATHION BAG
             2000            EMPTY SEVIN BAG
             4/1 GAL         EMPTY CYGON CONT. (APPROX. 60)

   6/6/78    1000            EMPTY 50-W SEVIN BAG
             1000            EMPTY DIPEL DRUM, FIBER
             2000            EMPTY KELTHANE DRUM, FIBER
             1000#           SEVIN & N.O. PLANT FLOOR SWEEPING

   6/13/78   4000            EMPTY 80-D SEVIN BAG
             4000            EMPTY PARATHION BAG
             2000            EMPTY CAPTAN BAG
             3000            EMPTY BSZ BAG

   6/22/78   5000#           FLOOR SWEEPING FROM L/P & SEVIN PLANT

   6/27/78   5000#           FLOOR SWEEPING FROM N.O. PLANT & SEVIN PLANT

   8/29/78   5000#           FLOOR SWEEPING N. O. PLANT & SEVIN PLANT
             5000            80-D SEVIN EMPTY BAG, 50-W SEVIN EMPTY BAG
             2000            PARATHION BAG EMPTY
              500            PARATHION SULFUR EMPTY BAG
            6 - 5 GAL        1#/GAL. BHC



                       OBSOLETE MATERIALS BURIED AT DUMP
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      DATE   QUANTITY                    DESCRIPTION

   9/18/78   2000#           FLOOR SWEEPING
             2000            80-D SEVIN EMPTY BAG
             1000            CUBE' EMPTY BAG
             2000            PARATHION SULFUR EMPTY BAG
             1000            PARATHION EMPTY BAG
             1000            EMPTY CAPTAN-BSZ BAG
             1000            PENTAC EMPTY BAG

   9/28/78   1 LOAD          FLOOR SWEEPING FROM SHIPPING WHSE.



                    UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

                                                  FEBRUARY 28, 1974

THE FOLLOWING LIST OF AGRICULTURAL CHEMICAL CONTAINERS ARE DELIVERED FOR DISPOSAL:

                                                CONTAINER SIZE
   NO.       CHEMICAL                   METAL       PLASTIC       PAPER

   5         ZOLONE EC                  5 GAL

   4         TORAK EC                   5 GAL

   10        PARAQUAT CL                            1 GAL

   5         ANZAR 529                              1 GAL

   2         KELTHANE EC                1 GAL

   1         METHYL PARATHION 4 EC      5 GAL

   5         TOXAPHENE                  5 GAL

   2         GALECRON EC                5 GAL

   1         SUPRACIDE EC               5 GAL

   3         META SYSTOX-R              5 GAL

   10        CAPTAN 50 W                                          5 # BAG

   10        DU-TER                                               5 # BAG

   10        SEVIN 50W                                            5 # BAG

   2         CHLORODANE                 30 GAL DRUMS

   DELIVERED BY ADAM MARSHALL.



                                    TABLE 1

                             CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS
                             POWERSVILLE LANDFILL
                            PEACH COUNTY, GEORGIA
                                    REM II

      DATE                                  ACTION

   APRIL, 1983          GEORGIA EPD COLLECTED WATER SAMPLES FROM LIZZIE CHAPEL WELL

   MAY, 1983            GEORGIA EPD SAMPLED SURROUNDING PRIVATE WELLS

   JUNE, 1983           GEORGIA EPD COLLECTED WATER SAMPLES FROM LIZZIE CHAPEL WELL

   AUGUST, 1983         GEORGIA EPD REQUESTED THAT EPA INVESTIGATE THE SITE

   SEPTEMBER, 1983      NUS PERFORMED THE INITIAL SITE VISIT

   SEPTEMBER, 1983      THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE WAS PROPOSED FOR INCLUSION ON THE NPL

   OCTOBER, 1983        EPA FIT CONTRACTOR, NUS CORPORATION (NUS), PERFORMED A GEOPHYSICAL STUDY
                        OF THE SITE TO DETERMINE THE POTENTIAL FOR AND EXTENT OF GROUND WATER
                        CONTAMINATION. THE STUDY INCLUDED EM-31 MAGNETOMETER AND SOIL
                        RESISTIVITY SURVEYS. ALSO, A TOPOGRAPHIC MAP WAS DEVELOPED BY NUS

   JANUARY, 1984        NUS RELEASED REPORT, GEOPHYSICAL STUDY, POWERSVILLE SITE, PEACH COUNTY,
                        GEORGIA

                        NUS COLLECTED THREE SOIL SAMPLES FROM THE SITE AND FOUR WELLS LOCATED IN
                        THE VICINITY OF THE SITE

   FEBRUARY, 1984       NUS COLLECTED ONE COMPOSITE SOIL SAMPLE FROM THE SITE AND INSTALLED
                        EIGHT ON SITE MONITOR WELLS

   MARCH, 1984          NUS COLLECTED SAMPLES FROM ON SITE MONITOR WELLS AND TWO PRIVATE WELLS.
                        DUPLICATE SAMPLES WERE SPLIT WITH CLAYTON ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS,
                        INC. (CEC) OF ATLANTA, GEORGIA, AND THE GEORGIA EPD

   APRIL, 1984          NUS RELEASED REPORT, MONITORING WELL INSTALLATION, POWERSVILLE SITE,
                        PEACH COUNTY, GEORGIA

   MAY, 1984            CEC RELEASED REPORT, HYDROGEOLOGIC INVESTIGATIONS FOR POWELL, GOLDSTEIN,
                        FRAZIER, AND MURPHY AT POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE, PEACH COUNTY, GEORGIA

   JULY, 1984           NUS COLLECTED THREE SAMPLES FROM PRIVATE WELLS IN THE VICINITY OF THE
                        SITE

   JULY-AUGUST, 1984    NUS INSTALLED TWO MORE WELLS AT THE SITE

   DECEMBER, 1984       CDM WAS ASSIGNED TO INITIATE AN RI/FS ON THE SITE

   JANUARY, 1985        CDM COMPLETED THE WORK PLAN MEMORANDUM FOR THE SITE



   FEBRUARY, 1985       CDM COMPLETED LETTER REPORT ON AVAILABLE DATA

   FEBRUARY, 1985       NUS RELEASED, MONITORING WELL INSTALLATION FOR POWERSVILLE SITE, PEACH
                        COUNTY, GEORGIA, GIVING RESULTS OF ANALYSES OF MONITOR WELLS AND PRIVATE
                        WELLS

   MARCH, 1985          CDM SUBMITTED THE INTERIM REPORT FOR THE SITE TO EPA

   AUGUST, 1985         USGS PERFORMED AN INVENTORY OF ALL WELLS WITH A ONE MILE RADIUS OF THE
                        SITE

   FEBRUARY, 1986       CDM COLLECTED SOIL AND WATER SAMPLES FROM THE EXISTING MONITOR WELLS AND
                        WATER SAMPLES FROM 12 SURROUNDING PRIVATE WELLS

   AUGUST, 1986         CDM COMPLETED THE INSTALLATION OF NINE NEW MONITOR WELLS

   NOVEMBER, 1986       CDM SUBMITTED A SITE INVESTIGATION LETTER REPORT TO EPA SUMMARIZING THE
                        REMEDIAL INVESTIGATE FIELD ACTIVITIES.



                                    TABLE 7

              APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS
                        FOR INDICATOR CHEMICALS (UG/L)
                          POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE
                            PEACH COUNTY, GEORGIA
                                    REM II

                     SAFE DRINKING      SAFE DRINKING      SAFE DRINKING
   INDICATOR           WATER ACT          WATER ACT          WATER ACT
    CHEMICAL            INTERIM                              PROPOSED
                         (MCL)              (MCL)              (RMCL)

   ALPHA-BHC               ---                ---                ---

   GAMMA-BHC               4 (A)              ---                0.2

   TOXAPHENE                5                 ---                  0 (B)

   CHLORDANE               ---                ---                  0 (B)

   VINYL CHLORIDE          ---                  2                ---

   1,2-DICHLOROETHANE      ---                  5                  0 (B)

   LEAD                    50                 ---                  20

   CHROMIUM                50 (C)             ---                 120 (C)

   (A) ARAR IS FOR LINDANE (99% GAMMA-BHC)
   (B) RECOMMENDED MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVEL IS SET FOR ZERO FOR ALL
       POTENTIAL CARCINOGENS
   (C) TOTAL CHROMIUM (HEXAVALENT AND TRIVALENT)
   --- NO ARAR AVAILABLE.



                                    TABLE 8

                         SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS
                 FROM SURFACE SOIL AND RUNOFF CHANNEL SAMPLES
                           POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE
                             PEACH COUNTY, GEORGIA
                                    REM II

                        SAMPLE        NUMBER OF SAMPLES    BACKGROUND
                    CONCENTRATIONS     ABOVE DETECTION   CONCENTRATIONS (A)
                        RANGE         LIMIT/TOTAL NUMBER     RANGE
   COMPOUND            (MG/KG)           OF SAMPLES         (MG/KG)

   ARSENIC          LT 5.1-37              3/11          LT 0.2-73

   CHROMIUM         LT 9.1-30              10/11              7-150

   VANADIUM            3.1-56              10/11             10-100

   ALUMINUM            260-18,000          11/11          2,000-50,000

   MANGANESE             6-240             11/11             20-700

   MAGNESIUM         LT 45-250             3/11             100-1,000

   IRON              3,200-32,000          11/11         10,000-50,000

   BARIUM              3.4-48              6/11              30-150

   CALCIUM          LT 160-510             5/11             200-5,000

   LEAD             LT 2.6-27              3/11           LT 10-15

   DIELDRIN         LT 7.9-37 (B)          2/11           LT 10-20 (B)

   (A) SOURCES:  INORGANIC COMPOUNDS - USGS 1975 (SAMPLES TAKEN FROM
       GEORGIA PLOW ZONE); DIELDRIN-CAREY 1979 (SAMPLES TAKEN FROM
       GEORGIA CROPLAND SOILS). THE BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS WERE
       SELECTED AS REPRESENTATIVE OF THE AGRICULTURE AREA SURROUNDING
       THE POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE

   (B) UG/KG.



                                    TABLE 9

                LOCATIONS OF SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT SAMPLES
                           POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE
                             PEACH COUNTY, GEORGIA
                                    REM II

   FIGURE      TYPE OF SAMPLE
    CODE           TAKEN                 SAMPLE POINT DESCRIPTION

   SW-1            NONE (DRY)       UPGRADIENT ON TRIBUTARY NORTHEAST
   SD-1            NONE             OF THE SITE, INSUFFICIENT FLOW TO
                                    SAMPLE

   SW-2            NONE (DRY)       ON TRIBUTARY NORTH OF CENTERVILLE
   SD-2            NONE             ROAD, INSUFFICIENT FLOW TO SAMPLE

   SW-3            WATER            ON TRIBUTARY NORTH OF POWERSVILLE
   SD-3            SEDIMENT         ROAD

   SW-4            WATER            MULE CREEK SWAMP AREA APPROXIMATELY
   SD-4            SEDIMENT         0.5 MILES NORTHWEST OF GEORGIA
                                    HIGHWAY 49

   SW-5            NONE (DRY)       ON TRIBUTARY WEST OF GEORGIA
   SD-5            NONE             HIGHWAY 49

   SW-6            WATER            MULE CREEK SWAMP AREA APPROXIMATELY
   SD-6            SEDIMENT         0.25 MILES SOUTH OF POWERSVILLE ROAD.



                                   TABLE 10

                      SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS FROM
                             SURFACE WATER SAMPLES
                           POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE
                             PEACH COUNTY, GEORGIA
                                    REM II

                                                        NUMBER OF SAMPLES
                      RANGE OF         CONCENTRATION    WITH COMPOUND ABOVE
                    DOWNGRADIENT       OF UPGRADIENT     DETECTION LIMIT/
                    SAMPLES (A)         SAMPLE (B)         TOTAL NUMBER
   COMPOUND           (UG/L)              (UG/L)            OF SAMPLES

   BARIUM               15-34                 12                3/3

   ZINC                  7-12                  6                3/3

   MANGANESE            97-260                89                3/3

   CALCIUM           1,400-3,900             760                3/3

   IRON              1,600-4,300           1,700                3/3

   SODIUM            1,700-3,600           1,900                3/3

   COPPER           LT 2.8-3                LT 2.8              1/3

   MAGNESIUM         1,000-1,400             440                3/3

   METHYLETHYL
     KETONE          LT 10-16               LT 5                1/3

   LEAD              LT 5                   LT 5                0/3

   (A) SAMPLE LOCATIONS SW 03, SW 06

   (B) SAMPLE LOCATIONS SW 04

   LT X = COMPOUND NOT DETECTED, WHERE X = THE DETECTION LIMIT.



                                   TABLE 11

                      SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS FROM
                            STREAM SEDIMENT SAMPLES
                           POWERSVILLE LANDFILL SITE
                             PEACH COUNTY, GEORGIA
                                    REM II

                                                        NUMBER OF SAMPLES
                      RANGE OF         CONCENTRATION    WITH COMPOUND ABOVE
                    DOWNGRADIENT       OF UPGRADIENT     DETECTION LIMIT/
                    SAMPLES (A)         SAMPLE (B)         TOTAL NUMBER
   COMPOUND           (UG/L)              (UG/L)            OF SAMPLES

   BARIUM              2.7-160               170                3/3

   ZINC                2.3-35                 56                3/3

   MANGANESE           7.9-140             1,400                3/3

   CALCIUM            24.8-1,000             360                3/3

   IRON              4,200-15,000         59,000                3/3

   COPPER           LT 3.3-17              LT 12                1/3

   CHROMIUM         LT 1.7-38                 44                2/3

   ALUMINUM            450-22,000         24,000                3/3

   VANADIUM         LT 1.7-72                 75                2/3

   MAGNESIUM           7.9-380               330                3/3

   COBALT             LT 4-14                 16                1/3

   NICKEL             LT 6.7                  26                0/3

   LEAD             LT 3.4-50                 30                2/3

   (A) SAMPLE LOCATIONS SD03, SD06

   (B) SAMPLE LOCATIONS SD04

   LT X = COMPOUND NOT DETECTED, WHERE X = THE DETECTION LIMIT.



   TABLE 12. ALL TECHNOLOGIES CONSIDERED FOR REMEDIAL RESPONSE AT THE POWERSVILLE SITE

   GROUND WATER

   - GROUND WATER EXTRACTION
   - INJECTION WELLS
   - ACTIVATED CARBON ADSORPTION
   - BIOLOGICAL TREATMENT
   - FILTRATION
   - PRECIPITATION/FLOCCULATION
   - SEDIMENTATION
   - ION EXCHANGE/SORPTIVE RESINS
   - REVERSE OSMOSIS
   - AIR STRIPPING
   - SPRAY IRRIGATION
   - HORIZONTAL IRRIGATION
   - IN SITU TREATMENT BY NEUTRALIZATION
   - IN SITU TREATMENT BY HYDROLYSIS
   - IN SITU TREATMENT BY OXIDATION-REDUCTION
   - PERMEABLE TREATMENT BEDS
   - POLYMERIZATION
   - SLURRY WALLS
   - GROUT BARRIER
   - SHEET PILING
   - SUBSURFACE DRAINS
   - ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SOURCE
   - RELOCATION OF RECEPTORS

   SURFACE WATER

   ALTHOUGH SURFACE WATER WAS NOT CHARACTERIZED AS A PROBLEM AT THE
   POWERSVILLE SITE, SURFACE RUNOFF RESULTING FROM THE APPLICATION OF OTHER
   TECHNOLOGIES WILL HAVE TO BE ADDRESSED IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF REMEDIAL
   ALTERNATIVES. THE FOLLOWING SUB-SECTIONS DESCRIBE TECHNOLOGIES THAT DEAL
   WITH THE COLLECTION AND DIVERSION OF SURFACE WATER. COLLECTION AND
   DIVERSION TECHNIQUES ARE DESIGNED TO PREVENT BOTH SURFACE WATER
   INFILTRATION AND OFF SITE TRANSPORT OF CONTAMINATED SURFACE WATERS

   - CHANNELS AND WATERWAYS
   - SEEPAGE BASINS AND DITCHES



   SOILS AND SEDIMENTS

   - EXCAVATION AND OFF SITE DISPOSAL
   - EXCAVATION AND ON SITE DISPOSAL
   - EXCAVATION AND THERMAL TREATMENT
   - CAPPING
   - SOLIDIFICATION AND STABILIZATION
   - IN SITU TREATMENT BY CHELATION
   - ENZYMATIC DEGRADATION
   - EXTRACTION (SOIL FLUSHING)
   - ATTENUATION
   - RESTORATION AND VEGETATION

   OTHER

   -  NO-ACTION
   -  MONITORING
   -  RESIDENT RELOCATION
   -  AIR MONITORING.



   TABLE 13. TECHNOLOGIES ELIMINATED DURING THE POWERSVILLE SITE SCREENING PROCESS

   TECHNOLOGIES ELIMINATED                     REASON

   SOIL TECHNOLOGIES

   IN SITU - CHELATION               INEFFECTIVE FOR PESTICIDES
   ENZYMATIC DEGRADATION             LACK OF DEVELOPMENT; IMPRACTICAL
   EXTRACTION (SOIL FLUSHING)        DIFFICULT TO APPLY TO PESTICIDES
                                        AND IN COMBINATION
   ATTENUATION OF SOIL               WASTE TOO DEEP FOR EFFECTIVE USE

   WATER TECHNOLOGIES

   INJECTION WELL                    AQUIFER IS ONLY WATER SOURCE:  STATE
                                        REGULATORY PROHIBITS
   BIOLOGICAL TREATMENT              INEFFECTIVE FOR HALOGEN AND
                                        INSOLUBLE COMPOUNDS
   ION EXCHANGE/SORPTIVE RESINS      DIFFICULT TO APPLY; OTHER METHOD
                                        MORE EFFECTIVE
   REVERSE OSMOSIS                   DIFFICULT TO APPLY; OTHER METHOD
                                        MORE EFFECTIVE
   IN SITU - NEUTRALIZATION          PLUME NOT ACIDIC OR BASIC
   IN SITU - HYDROLYSIS              POSSIBLE TOXIC END PRODUCTS
   IN SITU - OXIDATION/REDUCTION     POSSIBLE TOXIC END PRODUCTS
   PERMEABLE TREATMENT BEDS          WATER TABLE TOO DEEP
   POLYMERIZATION                    NOT GOOD FOR A MIXTURE OF COMPOUNDS
   SLURRY WALLS                      WATER TABLE TOO DEEP
   GROUT BARRIER                     UNCONSOLIDATED SOIL AND WATER TABLE
                                        TOO DEEP
   SHEET PILING                      WATER TABLE TOO DEEP; PRIMARY FLOW
                                        FROM SOURCE IS VERTICAL
   SUBSURFACE DRAINS                 WATER TABLE TOO DEEP
   RELOCATION OF RECEPTORS           IMPRACTICAL; ALTERNATE SOURCE EASIER
                                        TO IMPLEMENT.



   TABLE 14. TECHNOLOGIES RETAINED FOR FINAL CONSIDERATION TO REMEDIATE THE POWERSVILLE SITE

   SOIL TECHNOLOGIES

   NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE
   EXCAVATION AND OFF SITE DISPOSAL
   EXCAVATION AND THERMAL TREATMENT
   EXCAVATION AND ON SITE DISPOSAL
   CAPPING
   ENCAPSULATION (USE AS ON SITE DISPOSAL)
   SOLIDIFICATION AND STABILIZATION
   RESTORATION AND VEGETATION

   WATER TECHNOLOGIES

   NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE
   GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION
   ACTIVATED CARBON ADSORPTION
   PRECIPITATION/FLOCCULATION
   AIR STRIPPING
   SPRAY IRRIGATION
   HORIZONTAL IRRIGATION
   ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SOURCE.


